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INTRODUCTION: 


On  January  12,  1978,  the  City  Planning  Commission  commenced 
the  first  of  seven  meetings  held  in  January,  February  and  March 
to  receive  public  testimony  concerning  proposed  amendments  to  the 
text  of  the  City  Planning  Code  and  to  the  Zoning  Map  relating 
to  residential  districts  and  development o    Notice  of  these  meetings 
was  sent  to  all  property  owners  by  a  mailed  16-page  tabloid,  and 
substantial  advertising  of  the  proposals  was  provided  by  the 
news  mediae 

The  seven  meetings,  held  at  five  different  locations  in  the 
city;,  both  during  the  day  and  at  night ,  were  attended  by  approx- 
imately 1,000  persons,  and  the  testimony  occupied  26  hoursc  In 
addition  to  the  testimony  given  at  the  meetings,  a  number  of 
letters  concerning  changes  to  the  Code  text  and  requests  for 
changes  to  the  zoning  of  individual  lots  on  the  Zoning  Map  have 
been  received  and  many  people  have  telephoned  or  visited  the 
Department  in  relation  to  these  proposals o 

This  present  report  analyzes  the  comments  received  and 
recommends  certain  changes  in  specific  aspects  of  the  proposals- 
Additional  meetings  for  public  comments  on  the  changes  now 
recommended  have  been  scheduled  for  thrc  -  cvcninps  on  June  7,  15" 
end  20,  197^0 

A  revised  Environmental  Impact  Report  concerning  the  proposed 
zoning  changes  is  being  made  available  concurrently  with  this 
report,  and  the  public  hearing  concerning  that  report  will  be 
continued  on  June  8,  1978,  in  Room  282  of  City  Hallo 

V/e  are  now  in  the  later  stages  of  a  long  and  deliberate 
process  that  began  with  the  development  of  interim  residential 
zoning  controls  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  January  28, 
197^^,  and  then  proceeded  through  four  six-month  phases  involving 
numerous  meetings  between  the  staff  and  the  public  in  the  first  two 
years  of  the  Residential  Zoning  Study,  starting  in  July  of  197^; 
submission  of  proposals  on  May  20,  1976,  by  the  Department  and, 
after  more  than  eight  hours  of  public  testimony,  adoption  of  a 
resolution  of  intention  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  to  con- 
sider lot-by-lot  zoning  reclassification  maps  and  zoning  standards 
found  by  the  staff  to  be  most  appropriate  for  consideration  for  the 
residential  areas  of  San  Prancisco;  18  months  of  testing  and 
refining  of  the  May  20,  1976,  maps  and  standards,  including  a 
number  of  public  meetings  attended  by  members  of  the  Commission; 
and  presentation  on  November  29,  1977,  to  the  City  Planning 
Commi  ssi-on  of  the  refined  maps  and  standards  which  became  the 
subject  of  testimony  dur.ing  the  seven  meetings  held  in  January, 
February  and  March o 
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The  intent  of  these  proposals  is  to  revise  the  "basic  land  use 
mechanism  of  the  city  -  the  City  Planning  Code  -  so  that  it  will 
allow  San  Francisco  to  grow  and  mature  in  a  manner  that  protects 
its  neighborhoods,  while  encouraging  development  that  respects 
the  essential  charm  and  characteristics  of  those  neighborhoods o 

The  initiation  by  the  Commission  of  the  proposed  zoning 
maps  and  standards  on  May  20,  1976 1  P'^t  into  effect  the  more 
restrictive  provisions  that  these  maps  and  standards  represented 
for  most  residential  areas  of  the  city.     The  protection  thus 
provided  would  have  lasted  until  May  20,  1978,  under  the  provisions 
of  Section  302(e)  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  but  on  May  8,  1978,  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  a  resolution  extending  the  protection 
to  September  20,  1978,     The  Board  may  extend  the  protection  an 
additional  two  months  beyond  the  September  date  if  they  desire. 
The  City  Planning  Commission  has  announced  its  present  intention 
to  conclude  its  public  hearings  on  the  residential  zoning 
amendments  by  the  end  of  June  so  that  the  Commission's  recom- 
mendations for  legislative  action  can  be  forwarded  to  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  in  July, 
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GENERAL  NATURE  OF  THE  COMMENTS 


The  Janunry,  Febmary  and  March  meetings  were  characterized 
by  intense  and  sometimes  spirited  testimony.    There  was  much  dis- 
agreement with  the  proposals  before  the  Commission,  and  although 
most  frequently  the  disagreement  was  as  to  degree  of  control  rather 
than  the  objectives,  the  objectives  were  also  challenged.  Some 
speakers  questioned  the  wisdom  of  preserving  older  dwellings  in 
view  of  the  strong  demand  for  new  housing,  often  consisting  of 
smaller  dwelling  units,  while  others  questioned  the  need  for  new 
housing  given  declining  population  figures  and  the  relative  sound- 
ness of  existing  residential  units  and  neighborhoods.    Many  state- 
ments supported  the  controls  for  some  areas  of  the  city,  while  re- 
questing less  restrictive  controls  for  other  areas.    The  points 
of  disagreement  tended  to  be  emphasized  by  speakers  rather  than 
those  of  agreement.    Whereas  earlier  meetings  held  by  the  Depart- 
ment to  receive  public  comments  concerning  the  proposed  controls 
had  generally  been  dominated  by  proponents  of  the  proposals,  these 
meetings  appeared  to  have  an  approximately  even  mix  of  proponents 
and  opponents.     There  can  be  no  question  that  the  residents  of 
San  Francisco  used  these  seven  meetings  to  speak  their  "minds. 

Some  statements  were  quite  non-specific  as  to  the  alterna- 
tives being  advocated,  although  in  general  most  testimony  of  this 
type  tended  to  be  from  those  who  felt  that  the  zoning  controls  in 
effect  prior  to  197-^  were  sufficient.    Other  statements  were  more 
thorough,  and  in  some  cases  supported  by  documentary  material; 
these  statements  tended  to  be  far  more  helpful.    As  could  be  an- 
ticipated generally,  organizations  that  had  been  involved  in  the 
earlier  steps  leading  up  to  these  zoning  proposals  were  prepared 
with  more  extensive  statements  concerning  the  proposed  standards 
than  those  who  had  just  become  interested  in  the  proposals. 

Possible  impact  of  the  proposed  zoning  changes  listed  in 
the  Environmental  Impact  Report  prepared  by  the  Department,  indi- 
cating that  the  new  controls  might  intensify  the  rapidly  rising 
cost  of  existing  and  new  housing  by  tending  to  reduce  the  number 
of  new  housing  units  that  could  be  built,    provided  an  argument 
for  many  statements  that  requested  higher  density  and  building  size 
limits.    Otherwise,  many  of  these  statments  would  have  been  at- 
tributable to  speculative  interests. 

Most  speakers  recognized  the  undesirable  consequences  of 
the  higher  density  apartment  buildings  that  had  encroached  upon 
smaller  dwellings  under  the  existing  zoning  ordinance,  and  had 
caused  the  wave  of  zoning  reclassification  requests  from  neigh- 
borhood associations  for  B.own-zoning" and  eventually  this  comprehen- 
sive zoning  study  of  all  residential  areas  of  the  city.  Stilly 


3 


[ 


j 

1 


nrjHy  ■  speakers  wanted  to  acHieve  higher  densities,  or'higher 
and  longer  buildings,  on  their  individual  properties.   -In  re- 
quests for  such  changes,  the  need  for  additional  housing  units, 
rising  rents  and  costs  of  new  houses,  and  rising  taxes  were  re- 
curring themes.    Providing  a  variety  of  housing  types  in  all 
neighborhoods  was  often  mentioned.  Those  who- wished  to  develop  pro- 
perties stated  that  new  dwelling  units  should  be  added  in  exist- 
ing residential  neighborhoods;  those  who  wished  to  preserve  the 
status  quo  for  their  existing  neighborhoods  said  additional  dwel- 
ling units  could  be  provided  on  underutilized  'commerical  and  in- 
dustrial land,  particularly  in  the  eastern  and  Couth  of  Market 
Sheet  areas  of  the  City.     The  proposed  residential  zoning  standards 
will  permit  the  development  of  new  housing;  the  challenge  to  the 
Department  is  to  develop  practical  programs  that  will  help  create 
appropriate  housing  opportunities,  and  that  will  promote  the  use 
of  such  opportunities  when  they  do  occur. 

A  major  topic  of  concern  mentioned  by  many  speakers,  the 
procedural  requirements  of  the  City  Planning  Code  or  practices 
of  the  staff,  was  not  actually  a  subject  of  the  residential  zon- 
ing proposals.    Both  residents  and  builders  expressed  concern 
about  delays  in  enfocement  of  the  standards  of  the  City  Planning 
Code.    Residential  groups  felt  enforcement  against  zoning  viola- 
tions was  haphazard  and  took  f-.r  too  long.    Builders  stressed 
costly  delays  resulting  from  slow  processing  of  applications  for 
building    permits,  variances,  conditional  uses  and  zoning  re- 
classifications.   Unfair  treatment  of  developers  in  contrast  to 
neighborhood  associations  was  stressed  by  builders,  while  resi- 
dents complained  that  they  were  not  always  given  a  chance  to  be 
heard.    These  concerns  are  already  under  study  by  the  Department, 
and  proposed  changes  to  the  Code,  where  relavant,  and  to  operat- 
ing procedures  of  the  Department  Staff  and  City  Planning  Commis-r' 
sion,  will  be  'presented  to  the  Commission  later  this  year. 

Testimony  was  also  received  concerning  various  problems  re- 
lated to  trends  occurring  in  local  shopping  districts,  zoned 
both  C-1  and  C-2.     Changes  in  the  zoning  standards  and  in  the 
specific  districts  shown  on  the  Zoning  Map  were  suggested.  Be- 
cause policies  for  commercial  and  industrial  districts  have  not 
yet  been  established  firmly  in  the  Master  Plan,  and  studies  for 
implementing  such  policies  still  must  be  made,  thorough  responses 
to  most  of  these  suggestions  can  not  occur  within  the  time  sche- 
dule set  for  the  residential  zoning  changes. 


Most  comments  concerning  the 
zoning  text  dealt  with  the  contents 
dimensions,  areas  and  other  aspects 


substance  of  the  residential 
of  Article  1.2  dealing  with 
of  buildings  and  lots. 


Both  more  restrictive  and  less  restrictive  controls  were  suggested, 
while  clarification  of  a  number  of  provisions  was  also  requestedo 
In  general  the  staff  response  has  "been  to  liberalize  aspects  of 
the  controls  so  that  greater  design  flexibility  and  increased 
opportunity  for  a  variety  of  dwelling  unit  types  is  provided. 

Most  of  the  concern  over  permitted  uses  dealt  with  the 
need  to  provide  incentives  for  development  of  low, and  moderate- 
income  housing, but  these  concerns  do  not  appear  to  be  solvable 
through  zoning  techni'ues«     Testimony  concerning  the  fate  of 
nonconforming  uses  was  much  less  than  the  staff  had  expected; 
apparently  the  proposed  standards  exempting  most  nonconforming 
uses  from  termination  are  acceptable  to  most  San  Franciscans, 

Although  no  specific  changes  to  the  proposed  standards 
for  off-street  parking  in  residential  areas  were  submitted,  a 
number  of  speakers  questioned  the  transit  preference  policies 
of  the  Master  Plan  that  lead  to  the  relatively  low  requirements 
for  off-street  parking  contained  in  the  proposals.  Because 
these  comments  were  general  in  nature,  no  response  has  been  made 
by  the  staff. 

The  greatest  degree  of  controversy  over  the  proposed 
Zoning  Map  appeared  to  be  in  the  Richmond  and  Potrero  Hill  areas. 
Although  Zoning  changes  proposed  in  the  Richmond  made  relatively 
little  change  in  the  number  of  dwelling  units  permitted  in  the 
district  from  that  permitted  by  the  existing  Zoning  Map,  many 
residents  stressed  that  they  had  not  been  aware  of,  and  would 
have  opposed  had  they  known  of,  the  down  zoning  of  the  Richmond 
approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  1973 <»     These  speakers 
requested  zoning  densities  more  nearly  approximating  the  pre- 
1973  density  levels.     Conflict  in  the  Potrero  Hill  area  existed 
between  those  speakers  who  thought  that  most  of  the  hill  should 
remain  available  for  apartment  house  development  as  permitted 
under  the  existing  R-3  zoning,  and  those  who  felt  the  hill  should 
be  preserved  for  houses,  most  often  one  and  two-family,  as  per- 
mitted under  the  proposed  RH-2  zoning.    To  a  lesser  degree  these 
types  of  conflicts  over  the  Zoning  Map  appeared  in  other  areas, 
also. 

Attendance  at  the  meetings  was  not  as  great  as  was  an- 
ticipated, and  it  is  unlikely  that  all  people  who  may  feel  they 
have  an  interest  in  these  residential  zoning  controls  have  been 
heard  from.     It  is  still  fair  to  assume,  however,  that  the  pre- 
dominant sentiment  is  for  stricter  control  of  building  intensity 
in  many  areas.     The  sending  of  hearing  notices  to  all  158,000 
of  San  Francisco's  property  owners  with  as  much  specific  informa- 
tion about  the  proposed  controls  as  was  included  in  the  16-page 


tabloid  is  unprecedented,  and  notices  were  sent  to  approximately 
250  citywide  and  citizen  organizations  as  wello    With  a  process 
this  long,  approximately  foiir  years,  and  a  proposal  as  important 
as  this  complete  revision    of  the  residential  zoning  controls, 
it  is  inevitable  that  there  will  be  complaints  in  the  later 
stages  that  certain  persons  or  groups  were  not  consulted  or  did 
not  get  sufficient  notice.    However,  people  may  still  become  in- 
volved, and  their  views  will  be  heard  and  considered  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Many  of  the  speakers  have  said,  either  directly  or  in- 
directly, that  they  are  greatly  concerned  about  future  change. 
Continuity  with  the  past  and  the  retention  of  existing  amenities 
are  important  to  them.     In  short,  they  wish  to  preserve  their 
residential  neighborhoods  as  they  are.    Others,  however,  have 
stressed  the  importance  of  individual  choice  in  the  use  of  pri- 
vate property  and  that  change  should  be  expected  and  welcomed. 
Still  others  have  said  that  change  must  occur  if  existing  and 
future  San  Franciscans  are  to  be  provided  suitable  housing.  Thus, 
the  basic  challenge  is  to  balance  preservation  and  change  through 
skillful  blending  of  zoning  and  other  land  use  controls  with 
planning  programs  that  will  allow  use  of  appropriate  housing  op- 
portunities. 


GENERAL  COMMENT  OE  TESTIMONY 


Approximately  800  people  attended  the  five  hearings  on  the 
Proposed  Maps  at  the  four  high  school  sites  and  City  Hall  held  on 
the  four  Tuesday  evenings  of  February  and  the  first  Tuesday  of 
March.    At  each  of  the  hearings  30  or  40  persons  spoke,  some  pre- 
sented maps,  charts,  and  slides.    While  much  of  the  testimony  was 
from  representatives  of  groups  experienced  in  the  City  Planning 
Commission  hearing  process,  many  others  were  residents  and  property 
owners  participating  in  this  process  for  the  first  time.  Overall 
the  quality  of  presentation  was  high  with  several  innovative  propos- 
als being  presented  that  will  eventually  lead  to  changes  in  the  Code 
and  Maps.    The  staff  of  the  Department  and  the  Commission  was  both 
vilified  and  applauded  for  the  Residential  Zoning  Study  and  other 
actions.    While  it  was  rewarding  to  the  staff  to  hear  plaudits  for 
the  Study,  the  real  value  of  the  hearings  was  the  opportunity  they 
gave  for  useful  critical  response  of  the  citizens  to  the  proposals* 
Without  this  input  the  recommendations  could  not  be  administrative- 
ly realistic  and  politically  viable. 

The  Zoning  Map  adopted  in  I960  substantially  amended  incremen- 
tally between  I960  and  197^ »  and  now  proposed  for  a  comprehensive 
revision  of  all  residential  districts  of  the  City,  has  always  been 
a  product  of  discussions  between  the  public,  the  Department  of  City 
ning,  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors.    As  v/ith 
any  regulation  which  affects  many  citizens  of  diverse  interests  the 
resulting  map  and  regulations  have  represented  many  compromises  and 
seldom  have  all  of  those  concerned  been  satisfied. 

The  Department  staff  believe  the  recommendations  contained  here 
in  in  resDonse  to  the  many  reauests  "for  changes  to  the  Zoning 
Map  best  implement  the  policies  of  the  City's  Master  Plan; 
however,  because  of  the  great  differences  in  point  of  view  of  those 
concerned  over  the  currently  proposed  amendments,  it  is  expected  tha 
many  property  owners,  business  operators  and  residents  will  find 
these  recommendations    to  be  unsatisfactory.    Planning  and  Zoning  ar 
a  process  that  cannot  end  if  the  City  is  to  remain  a  viable  place  to 
live  and  work.    The  process  will  continue  to  refine  land  use  regula- 
tion in  San  Francisco,  Continued  debate  and  discussion  in  the  press, 
in  the  neighborhoods , in  the  Department ^ before  the  Commission  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  will  insiire  the  high  quality  of  urban  life  that 
San  Franciscans  demand  for  themselves  and  for  their  posterity. 
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RELATIONSHIP  OP  RESIDENTIAL  ZONING  STUDY  TO  0-2  DISTRICTS 


Great  concern  has  "been  expressed  to  the  staff  and  Commission 
about  the  impact  of  expanding  commercial  districts  on  adjacent 
residential  neighborhoods.    The  commercially  developed  and  zoned 
portions  of  the  following  streets  have  been  the  subjects  of  recent 
discussions,  reclassification  applications  or  public  hearings: 


Fillmore 

Divisadero 

Union 

Lombard 

Chestnut 

Sacramento 


Castro 

Upper  Market 

Haight 

Clement 

24th  Street  east  and  west 


These  concerns  have  included  displacement  of  existing  dwelling 
units  and  neighborhood  services,  the  introductions  of  non-neighbor- 
hood services,  and  increases  in  noise  and  traffic.    Many  neighbor- 
hood commercial  districts  have  the  physical  characteristic  of  com- 
mercial development  on  the  ground  floor  level  and  residential  occu- 
pancy on  upper  floor  levels,  and  Commercial  changes  and  growth  in 
these  areas  have  resulted  in  particular  concern. 


One  method  of  coping  with  the  problems  caused  by  an  expanding 
commercial  district  is  to  change  the  zoning  to  a  more  restrictive 
district  in  order  to  limit  any  new  commercial  activities,  and  to 
encourage  the  retention  of  existing  residential  use  of  property  on 
the  upper  floors  of  mj.xed-use  buildings.    Wtiat  is  most  often  re- 
quested by  neighborhood  groups  is  that  a  G-2  (Community  Business) 
district  be  changed  to  an  RC-1  residential-commercial  combining 
district,  the  most  restrictive  of  all  the  commercial  zoning  dis- 
tricts under  the  current  proposals.    Where  the  C-2  allows  retail 
sales  and  services  and  professional  and  business  offices  at  all 
floor  levels  of  a  building,  the  RC-1  district  allows  only  C-1  neigh- 
borhood-serving type  commercial  uses  at  the  first  level  of  occu- 
pancy while  restricting  the  upper  levels  of  occupancy  to  residen- 
tial use,  unless  the  Commission  grants  specific  conditional  use 
authorization  for  commercial  or  office  use  upstairs.    In  addition 
the  RC-1  district  has  more  restrictive  floor  area  ratio  standards 
than  C-2  districts  which  would  result  in  less  massive  buildings 
more  in  harmony  with  smaller  low-density  residential  houses  in  ad- 
jacent residential  districts. 

The  existing  C-1  (Neighborhood  Shopping)  district  permits  only 
commercial  uses  of  a  less  intensive  neighborhood  serving  and  non- 
automotive  oriented  nature  which  is  different  than  the  C-2  district, 
but  does  not  encourage  the  retention  of  dwelling  units  as  does  the 
proposed  RC-1  district.    Small  C-1  districts  are  scattered  at  inter- 
sections around  the  City.    The  G-2  district  allows  commercial  uses 
which  serve  the  whole  community  and  need  not  be  limited  to  neigh- 
borhood service  orientation. 


The  existing  district  most  similar  to  the  proposed  RC-1  is  the^ 
R-5-C  (Low-Nedium  Density  Multiple  fiesidential-Commercial  Combining) 
district  which  allows  commercial  use  of  the  first  occupied  floor  only, 
and  restricts  upper  floors  to  residential  use,  with  no  opportunity 
for  conditional  use  authorization  for  such  use.    The  density  standard 
for  C-2,  C-1,  R-3-C!  and  RG~1  is  the  same:     one  unit  permitted  for 
each  800  square  feet  of  lot  area  in  addition  to  any  allowed  commer- 
cial space. 

Early  in  1977  the  Friends  of  the  Noe  Valley,  a  neighborhood  as- 
sociation, filed  a  reclassification  application  for  change  of  the 
zoning  of  24-th  Street  from  Chattanooga  to  Castro  Streets  from  C-2  to 
R-$-C  on  the  existing  zoning  map  and  to  RG-1  on  the  Proposed  Map. 
The  Commission  held  a  hearing  on  this  matter  during  March  1977*  and 
took  extensive  testimony  from  residents  of  the  area  who  opposed 
expansion  of  the  commercial  activities  there  and  business  people  who 
wanted  to  keep  the  present  C-2  zoning  under  which  businesses  were 
prospering.    As  with  other  commercial  streets  with  increasing  commer- 
cial activities  the  residents  of  the  adjacent  residential  streets  are 
inconvenienced  by  the  overflow  of  traffic  and  parked  cars  on  their 
streets,  as  well  as  from  noise  and  other  irritants.    The  Commission 
did  not  approve  the  change  in  existing  zoning  from  C-2  to  R-3-C  but 

tabled  the  matter  without  disapproving  it  and  recommended  that  the 
staff  consider  RC-1  zoning  on  the  Proposed  Maps*    The  effect  of  the 
Commission's  action  was  to  put  a  freeze  on  any  new  conversions  of 
upstairs  dwelling  units  into  commercial  or  other  non-residential 
uses  and  to  impose  on  any  new  construction  tbs  rear  yard  require- 
ments of  the  RC-1  district  which  are  more  restrictive  than  those  of 
the  C-2  district.    New  construction  on  24th  Street  recently  has  been 
of  the  mixed  use  type  dwelling  units  over  commercial  space. 

At  this  time  only  24th  Street,  among  the  ma,jor  commercial 
districts,  is  proposed  for  change  from  C-2  to  RC-1  zoning  on  the  Pro- 
posed Maps.    This  will  provide  the  staff  and  all  interested  parties 
with  a  test  situation  from  which  data  and  policies  can  be  developed 
for  the  future  consideration  of  the  zoning  of  the  other  ma^or  commer- 
cial districts  of  the  City. 

The  staff  recommends  that  the  present  C-2  zoning  be  retained  for 
all  the  other  commercial  districts  listed  above  by  street. 

Upon  the  adoption  of  the  Commerce  and  Industry  element  of  the  Com- 
prehensive Plan  and  its  attendant  implementation  program,  the  staff 
should  consider  this  matter  again,  and  in  light  of  the  experience 
of  24-th  Street  and  other  relevant  considerations  should  make  recom- 
mendations for  appropriate  changes  in  the  zoning  of  these  districts 
so  as  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  parties  concerned.    It  should  be  noted 
that    since  the  RC  district  concept  gained  recognition  by  neighbor- 
hood resident  groups,  separate  problems  resulting  from  the  prolifera- 
tion of  certain  types  of  commercial  uses  have  raised  concerns  with  a 
number  of  merchant  groups  who  now  also  appear  to  be  seeking  a  better 
zoning  solution  than  the  existing  G-1  and  C-2  standards. 


T 


REQUESTS  FOR  CHANGES  IN  ZONING 


In  recommending  revisions  in  the  Proposed  Residential 
Zoning  Maps  following  a  review  of  the  testimony  and  placing  on 
study  maps  the  401  requests  for  map  changes  received  during  the 
past  4  months  from  property  owners  and  other  concerned  citizens, 
the  staff  has  taken  a  fresh  look  at  the  oity  and  its  need  for 
zoning  regulation;  field  inspections  and  land  records  checks 
have  been  made  to  insure  zoning  districts  which  in  the  view  of  the 
staff  best  meet  the  various  needs  expressed  by  the  public  and  the 
Planning  Commissiono     In  analyzing  requests  for  changes  in  the 
Proposed  Zoning  the  criteria  listed  below  were  used,  often  in 
combination,  to  arrive  at  equitable  solutions  to  mapping  problemso 
In  many  cases  requests  for  changes  in  zoning  by  individuals  and 
groups  were  opposite  in  the  extreme  for  the  same  area  or  parcels 
and  resulted  in  a  staff  recommendation  to  retain  the  zoning 
district  previously  proposed  on  the  maps  initiated  by  the  Com- 
mission on  December  8,  1977 ?  which  were  themselves  the  result 
of  several  years  of  discussion  and  represent  many  comproir '  seso 
In  other  instaaces  individual  property  owners  requested "tap-sonin,?;" 
of  one  or  two  parcels  to  allow  construction  of  a  substan  '  xIIy 
higher  density  than  existing  on  surroimding  properties,  i.A  such 
spot  zoning  requests  were  denied,  as  being  arbitrary  and  without 
a  sufficient  basis o    Where  a  request  was  apparently  generated 
by  the  desire  of  a  property  owner  to  have  an  individual  lot, 
already  occupied  by  a  building  of  greater  density  than  allowed 
by  the  Proposed  Zoning,  changed  so  that  the  new  zoning  would 
allow  the  existing  density,  the  staff  recommendation  in  most 
cases  has  been  to  retain  the  lower  density  district,  unless  the 
property  is  part  of  a  group  of  buildings  which  together  can  form 
a  viable  higher  density  district o    Upon  enactment  of  these  maps 
a  building  in  this  situation  becomes  nonconforming,  with  certain 
limits  on  expansion  but  with  no  limit  as  to  continued  use  or 
existing  density.     In  tie  event  of  natural  destruction,  a  non- 
conforming building  may  be  rebuilt  within  a  reasonable  time  to 
the  same  density  as  existed  prior  to  destruction,  so  long  as 
it  meets  the  health  and  safety  standards  of  the  Building  Codeo 
In  effect  such  a  building  becomes  a  special  exception' in  terms 
of  density  in  the  district o 

The  principal  criteria  for  the  decision  of  the  staff  in  each 
case  is  indicated  by  the  capital  letters  in  the  right-hand  column 
so  markedo     In  a  few  cases  more  than  one  request  was  received  for 
a  single  lot  and  each  is  listed  separately,  one  under  the  other  in 
order  of  date  of  receipts    Different  criteria  may  apply  for  dif- 
ferent requested  districts,  of  course o 

Requests  for  changes  in  zoning  for  whole  neighborhoods  made 
by  groups  and  associations    are  discussed  in  separate  paragraphs 
and  these  are  listed  after  the  individual  re  nests  in  order  of 
the  hearings  at  which  the  group  pi'e  sen  tat  ions  were  made  to  the 
Commissiono     A  summary  of  the  map  changes  recommended  by  the  staff 
are  listed  following  the  discussion  of  each  neighborhoodo 


CRITERIA  FOR  ANALYSIS  AND  EVALUATION  OF  REQUESTS 
FOR  CHANGES  IN  PROPOSED  ZONING 


The  following  ten  criteria,  A  through.  J,  were  used  "by  the 
staff  to  analyze  and  evaluate  the  requests  made  for  changes  to 
the  Proposed  Residential  Zoning  Maps.    These  criteria  are  basical- 
ly the  same  that  were  used  in  the  mapping  of  the  earlier  set  of 
Proposed  Maps  initiated  "by  the  Commission  on  May  20,  1976. 

(Note:     The  zoning  maps  in  effect  at  the  time  of  the  "begin- 
ning o f  the  Residential  Zoning  Study  will  be  referred  to  this 
report  as  the  "existing  maps"  or  the  "existing  zoning";  the  maps 
initiated  May  20,  1976  by  the  Commission  will  be  referred  to  as 
the  "earlier  Proposed  Maps";  and  the  somewhat  revised  Proposed 
Residential  Zoning  Maps  initiated  by  the  Commission  on  December 
8,  1977  will  be  referred  to  as  the  "Proposed  Maps".    The  existing 
residential  zoning  districts  were  basically  adopted  in  I960  with 
major  reclassification  (rezoning^)  in  1964,  1968,  1970  and  197'^<' 
The  Proposed  Maps  will  replace  these  R-l-D  through  R-5-C  districts 
with  a  new  set  of  districts,  RH-l(D)  through  RC-4o    The  proposed 
regulations  for  these  new  districts  and  the  manner  in  which  they 
have  been  mapped  have  been  specifically  designed  to  balance  the 
needs  of  preservation  and  development  of  existing  residential 
.areas  of  the  city). 

A.     ZONING  MATCHES  PREVAILING  LAND  USE 

The  basic  criterion,  for  the  mapping  on  the  earlier  Proposed 
Maps  of  both  May  20,  1976  and  December  8,  1977  was  to  zone  to 
prevailing  land  use.     This  has  been  the  thrust  of  the  Residential 
Zoning  Study  from  the  beginning  and  based  on  the  testimony  received 
during  the  past  four  months  no  change  in  this  basic  crite-^ion  seems 
necessary.     In  all  but  a  few  of  the  residential  areas  of  the  city, 
the  charc.cter  of  existing  buildings  is  either  pre  dominant  ely 
houses,  designated  RH  on  the  maps,  or  mixed  houses  and  apartment 
buildings,  designated  RM.     RM  districts  are  characterized  by 
multi-family  buildings  built  for  use  as  apartment  while  RH  district 
are  characterized  by  one,  two  or  three-family  houses  even  though 
in  some  cases  such  buildings  have  subsequently  been  divided  into 
apartments . 

Most  Victorian  period  neighborhoods  were  found  to  have  the 
distinct    character  of  House  Districts  although  dwellings  in 
them  may  contain  as  many  as  5  03?  6  units,  a  density  greater  than 
that  permitted  in  new  dwell  ings  In  RH  di.stricts. 


Once  the  character  of  'building  appearance  and  lot  width 
of  a  residential  area  was  determined  then  the  appropriate  densi- 
ty has  been  chosen  one-family,  two-family  and  three-family  per 
lot  in  the  case  of  RH  districts,  or  one  imit  for  each  800,  600, 
4-00  and  200  square  feet  of  lot  area  in  the  case  of  RM  or  RC 
districts. 

Zoning  standards  that  would  become  applicable  as  a  result 
of  a  designation  of  as  RH  tond  to  onoourag.e  the  retention 
existing  houses  on  traditional  sized,  generally  25-foot  wide, 
parcels.     The  RM  controls  tend  to  allow  more  readily  the  accu- 
mulation of  parcels  into  large  lots  and  the  construction  of 
multi-family  buildings  on  parcels  of  more  than  25-foot  width, 
even  where  the  permitted  density  is  not  significantly  different 
than  that  in  the  most  dense  RH  district. 

If  further  revievi  indicated  that  prevailing  land  use  was 
accurately  shown,  no  recommendation  for  a  change  of  zoning  was 
made  unless  one  of  the  following  criteria  provided  an  overriding 
reason  for  a  change. 

B.     SIMILAR  ZONING  FOR  BOTH  SIDES  OF  A  STREET 


In  a  few  cases  the  Proposed  Residential  Maps  inadvertently 
resulted  in  different  zoning  of  properties  similarly  developed 
which  faced  each  other  across  a  street.    Where  both  frontages  are 
substantially  the  same  in  character  of  building-type  and  density 
the  zoning  should  be  the  same. 


Co     GROUPS  OF  KON-CONFORMING . BUILDINGS 


A  criterion  whCi.se  application  led  to  recommended  changes 
in  the  proposed  maps  was  the  mapping  of  residential-commercial 
combining  districts  at  intersections  characterized  by  clusters 
of  nonconforming  uses,  generally  buildings  with  ground  level  shop 
over  which  are  flats  or  apartments^     The  maps  initiated  May  20, 
1976  contained  many  such  RC  districts  but  further  analysis  and 
evaluation  have  resulted  in  the  recommended  deletion  of  certain 
RC  districts  proposed  previously,  and  the  creation  of  some  new  on 
A  basic  element  of  this  criterion  is  that  a  small  RC  district  be 
composed  of  nonconf  ornii  ng  mi.xod-use  buildings  that  are  desirable 
to  retain  because  they  give  a  un:i  que  quality  to  an  intersection 
in  a  residential  area  and  provide  retail  services  that  are  an 
amenity  for  nearby  residents.    However,  the  staff  recommends  de- 
letion of  those  districts  where  pressure  to  replace  the  mixed-use 


buildings  with  nev/  apartment  houses  built  to  the  less  restrictive 
standards  of  the  RG  district  could  result  in  buildings  that  would 
be  out  of  scale  and  less  harmonious  with  surrounding  low-density 
house-type  development o    The  staff  recommends  retention  of  exist- 
ing proposed  or  creation  of  new  RG  districts  where  it  appears  de- 
sirable to  allow  greater  flexibility  in  altering  ground  floor 
commercial  space  than  permitted  if  the  property  would  continue  as 
a  nonconforming  use  or  where  slight  expansion  of  commercial  floor 
space  appears  appropriate  but  no  pressiu?e  is  apparent  to  replace 
existing  mixed-use  buildings  with  out-of -scale  apartment  houses » 

The  staff  is  concerned  with  the  economic  viability  and 
stability  of  existing  commercial  districts  and  has  recommended 
the  deletion  of  RC  districts  that  might  undermine  nearby  commercial 
areas o 

This  criterion  is  separate  from  the  issue  of  commercial  dis- 
tricts being  changed  from  C-1  to  RC,  which  question  was  addressed 
previously  in  this  report c 

The  location  of  RC  districts  recommended  to  be  deleted  by 
staff  are  listed  below  in  another  section  of  this  report = 


D,  SPOT  ZONING 


A  criterion  always  considered  in  zoning  matters  involving 
small  areas  or  individual  lots  is  the  desirability  of  avoiding 
"spot  zones" o    A  spot  zone  is  a  small  zoning  district  imposing 
regulations  for  the  use  of  property  which  grant  a  special  privileg- 
or  impose  a  special  restriction  on  a  property  owner  or  owners  as 
compared  to  owners  of  surrounding  or  adjacent  properties,  with- 
out a  basis  in  the  Haster  Piano    While  an  especially  small  zoning 
district  is  not  per  se  unlawful,  the  courts  when  called  upon  to 
review  a  zoning  matter  scrutinize  these  classifications  closely 
and  are  more  likely  to  find  them  invalid  classifications  than 
zoning  of  large-area  district, where  a  number  of  property  owners 
and  land  users  are  put  in  the  same  classification  subject  to  the 
same  privileges  and  restrictions o 


E.  MINOR  ADJUSTMENTS  OF  BOUNDARIES  OF  C  DISTRICTS 


A  criterion  for  mapping  which  had  application  in  several 
scattered  locations  resulted  fi-om  requests  by  property  owners  for 
the  expansion  of  C  districts  to  include  a  property  presently  zoned 
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for  residential  use=     Under  the  provisions  of  the  I960  City  Plan- 
ning Code  properties  adjacent  to  C  or  M  districts  had  transi- 
tional use  status  and  were  permitted  certain  non-residential  useo 
Where  expansion  of  a  C  district  was  requested  so  as  to  include  a 
lot  already  used  lawfully  for  non-residential  purposes  and  the 
property  across  the  street  ic  already  zoned  comer cially,  the  staff 
recommends  granting  the  requesto    Where  the  request  included  pro- 
perties presently  used  for  residential  purposes  and  the  zoning 
across  the  street  is  residential,  the  staff  recommends  that  the 
map  not  be  changed »    The  Residence  element  of  the  Comprehensive 
Plan  encourages  the  retention  of  sound  housing  stock  and  dis- 
courages the  conversion  of  housing  into  shops  or  offices,.  This 
criterion  also  supports  the  full  utilization  of  existing  commer- 
cially zoned  propertyo     In  some  instances  such  requests  may  be  re- 
evaluated as  part  of  the  zoning  changec  that  nay  b  e proposed  at  a 
later  date  to  implement  policies  adopted  under  the  Commerce  and 
Industry  element  of  the  Master  Plan= 

P^CENT  REGLASSI?IGATIOK  BY  THE  EOJ.RD  OF  SUPERVISORS 

A  criterion  that  has  resulted  in  many  changes  in  the  Pro- 
posed Maps  is  the  remapping  of  zoning  districts  which  have  been 
reclassified  after  extensive  hearings  before  the  Commission  and 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  ivithin  the  past  five  years »     In  general, 
the  staff  recommends  that  the  Proposed  Maps  be  changed  where  they 
don't  already  zone  property  in  a  new  residential  zoning  district 
that  is  as  nearly  similar  to  the  recently  adopted  existing  dis- 
trict as  possible o     For  example,  where  property  has  been  reclas- 
sified to  R-1  within  the  past  five  years  the  Proposed  Map  should 
show  the  property  as  zoned  RH-1;  if  it  had  been  zoned  R-4  it 
would  now  be  RM-^c 

In  a  very  few  cases  the  staff  recommends  that  a  more  or 
less  restrictive  district  be  designated  than  was  enacted  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  for  the  reason  that  conditions  have  altered 
sufficiently  to  warrant  the  changes,  and  the  character  of  an  area 
is  likely  to  be  effected  in  a  manner  detrimental  to  the  present 
residents  and  owners  if  the  existing  earlier  zoning  is  retainedo 
It  should  be  noted  that  the  previous  reclassifications  under  the 
existing  City  Planning  Code  standards  and  districts  did  not  have 
the  range  of  zoning  districts  for  mapping  that  are  now  available 
under  the  Proposed  Maps  and  Text  and  a  somewhat  different  zoning 
district  can  no\v  be  used  to  more  closely  reflect  the  existing 
land  use  pattern. 
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Go  PROPERTIES  OWKED  OR  LEASED  AND  OPERATED  BY  GOVEREMENT 


A  mapping  criterion  which  resulted  in  many  changes  on  the 
Proposed  Residential  Zoning  Maps  was  the  extension  of  the  Public 
Use  (P)  district  to  include  all  property  owned  or  leased  and 
operated  by  agencies  of  the  federal,  state  or  local  government » 
Hundreds  of  acres  of  state  property  on  which  the  freeways  are 
built,  zoned  R-1  in  I960,  are  now  zoned  P  on  the  Proposed  Mapso 
In  addition,  the  Proposed  Maps  shov/  all  property  of  the  United 
School  District,  including  elementary  and  internodiate  school  sites 
as  P;  in  I960  only  the  largest  high  school  sites  were  zoned  Po 
The  sites  of  fire  stations  and  post  offices  have  also  been  zoned 
P  for  the  first  time  on  the  Proposed  Maps=  In  addition  to  P  zoning 
on  the  use  districts  map,  those  publicly  owned  or  leased  and 
operated  properties  which  are  intended  to  be  open  space  are  zoned 
OS  on  the  height  and  bulk  district  mapSo     These  include  parks  and 
playgrounds o     The  P  districts  not  zoned  OS  on  the  height  and  bulk 
district  maps  are  assumed  to  be  for  development  in  the  event  the 
public  ownership  or  lease  and  use  are  ended.. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  Proposed  P  districts  be  retained= 
Several  minor  corrections  and  modifications  of  P  districts  on  the 
Proposed  Maps  have  been  made  and  are  listed  in  this  report  with  the 
recommended  changes  for  each  neighborhood » 


Ho  PROPERTY  PREVIOUSLY  ZONED  FOR  TWO  FAMILY  USE 


A  criterion  used  for  recommending  changes  in  certain  low 
density  areas  of  mixed  one  and  two-family  houses  from  RH~1  to 
RH-2  on  the  Proposed  Maps  was  announced  by  the  staff  at  the  pub- 
lic hearings  during  February,  1978°     The  staff  recommends  that 
the  area  be  zoned  RH-2  if  they  were  zoned  R-2  on  the  existing 
maps  and  RH-1  on  the  earlier  Proposed  Maps,  even  if  the  majority 
of  the  houses  are  one-family  =,     It  remains  difficult  to  determine 
the  precise  occupancy  of  houses  due  to  th@  prevalece  of  illegal 
second  dwelling  unitSo     The  RH-2  district  standards  will  serve  to 
protect  the  low-density  character  of  these  neighborhoods  without 
overly  restricting  the  use  of  the  property;  it  v/ill  allow  some 
additional  units  to  be  created  in  existing  dwellings  where  on-site 
parking  is  provided,  without  allowing  the  construction  of  larger 
apartment  buildings  out  of  character  with  the  areas » 

In  addition  the  RH-2  zoning  will  allow  in-fill  of  two-family 
houses  on  scattered  vacant  sites    and  will  encourage  the  replace- 
ment of  extensively  deteriorated  dv/ellings  v;ith  two-fanily  houses » 


lo     SUBSTAEDAED  LOT  SIZE  AND  NAEROV  ALLEYS 


Where  an  area  is  characterized  by "sub standard" lots  or  pro- 
perties with  frontages  along  a  narrow  street,  alley  or  dead-end 
with  poor  vehicular  access,  a  zoning  district  with  lower  density 
than  the  surrounding  area  of  standard  lot  size  and  street  widths 
and  with  better  access,  may  be  appropriate o    New  construction  of 
buildings  out-of-scale  with  the  smaller,  usually  old  houses  or 
cottages  on  the  substandard  lots,  would  have  a  detrimental  effect 
on  these  areas,  which  don't  provide  adequate  curb  parking  or 
manuevering  space  for  cars  or  open  space  for  residents » 


J»     UNDERUTILIZED  OR  VACANT  PROPERTY 


To  encourage  the  development  of  needed  housing,  a  concen- 
tration of  vacant  or  underutilized  land  that  clearly  could  be 
developed  under  the  proposed  new  open  space  and  building  shaping 
regulations  to  densities  higher  than  prevailing  in  the  surrounding 
neighborhood  without  adversely  affecting  the  livability  of  surround 
ing  properties,  have  been  recommended  for  reclassification  to  a 
district  having  a  permitted  density  level  greater  than  proposed 
for  the  surrounding  neighborhoodo     Isolated  vacant  sites  generally 
have  not  been  recommended  for  a  density  increase,  but  could  be  re- 
commended at  a  future  time  if  further  review  of  the  precise  type 
of  building  that  would  be  likely  under  tne  new  Code  regulations 
indicated  that  the  livability  of  the  surrounding  neighborhood  would 
not  be  reduced  with  such  construction, and  reclassification  did  not 
result  in  unjustified  spot  zoning o 


INDIVIDUAL  REQUESTS  FOR  CHANGES  IN  PROPOSED  MAPS 


(Asterlsk(*)  indicates  that  recommended  zoning  is  a  change  from  the 
maps  initiated  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  December  8,  1977) 


Assessor's 

ZONING 

Street  Address 

Block/Lot 

Existing 

Proposed 

Requested 

Recommended 

SHEET  1 

6  August  Alley 

118/14 

R-4 

RM-2 

FJ^l-3 

RM-2 

842-60  California 

243/27 

R-5 

RM-4 

RC-4 

RM-4 

200  Chestnut 

55/2 

C-2 

RH-3 

P 

p  * 

1001  Clay 

223/1 

R-5 

RM-3 

RM-4 

RM-3 

651  Francisco 
C1075  Columbus) 

50/20 

R-3 

RM-1 

RC-1 

RM-1 

o  c r\  Ohm  AM 

JjU  Green 
360  Green 
Q^-ltf  Windsor) 
(15-17  Castle) 

11/   / 1  O 

114/18 
114/19 
114/20 
114/44 

R-3 
R-3 
R-3 
R-3 

RM-2 
RM-2 
RM-2 
RH-3 

RM-4 
RM-4 
RM-4 
RM-4 

RM-2 
RM-2 
RM-2 
RH-3 

1020  Green 

121/4A 

R-5 

RH-2 

RM-2 

EiH-2 

1030  Green 

121/5 

R-5 

RH-2 

RM-2 

RH-2 

700-22  Lombard 

65/25,26 

R-4 

RM-2 

RC-2 

RM-2 

2310  Mason 

41/38 

R-4-C 

RC-4 

C-2 

RC-4 

1090  Montgomery 

143/15 

R-4 

R1^2 

RC-2 

RM-2 

1120-26  Montgomery 

134/19 

R-4 

RM-2 

RM-4 

RM-2 

45  Priest 

215/19, 
25,26,27 

R-4 

RH-2 

RM-3 

RH-2 

1423  Sansome 

80/1 

C-2 

C-2 

RC-4 

C-2 

152-54  Sproule  Ln. 

222/35, 

R-4 

RM-3 

RM-4 

RM-3 

Criteria 
used  for 


A,D 

A,D 
G 

A,D 

A,D,E 

A,D 
A,D 
A,D 
A,D 

A,B 
A,B 

A,D,E 

A,F 

A,D 

A,D 

A,I 

A,E 
A 


44,45 


/  -7 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Street  Address            Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 

SHEET  1  (Continued) 

45-49,  76-80                 3775/39       M-1            RM-2           RC-2              RC-2  *  A,C 
84  &  88  South  Park  54,55,56 

2120  Stockton               39/19           R-4            RM-2           RM-4              RM-2  A,D 

456  Union                      104/18         R-4            C-2            RM-2              RM-2  A, I 


IS 


Street  Address 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis- 


SHEET  2 


1440  Broadway 

572/11 

R-4 

RM-2 

RM-4 

RM-2 

A,D 

1904  Broadway 

567/8 

R-4 

RH-2 

RM-4 

RM-2  * 

A,D 

1967-73  Broadway 

578/15, 
15A 

R-4 

RM-2 

RM-3 

RM-2 

A,B,D 

3232  Buchanan 

507/20 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

1936-70  Bush 

662/14-19 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A 

2570  Bush 

1050/13 

R-2 

RH-2 

C-2 

C-2  * 

E 

2298  Bush 

659/16 

R-4 

RH-3 

RM-4 

RH-3 

A,b 

2406  Bush 

657/4 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-3  * 

A,B 

1818  California 

641/4 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

a,:d 

1910  California 

640/5 

R-3. 5 

RH-2 

RM-2 

RH-2 

A,D 

2912-14  California 

1024/7,8 

R-4 

RH-2 

RM-4 

RH-2 

A,D 

2548  to  2566 
California 

634/9,10 
ll.llA 

R-4 

RH-2 

RC-1 

RH-2 

A,E 

2925  California 

1029/28 

R-4 

RH-2 

RM-2 

RH-2 

A,D 

3024-28  California 

1023/12 

R-4 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

1327-29  Chestnut 

498/25 

R-3 

C-2 

EH-3 

C-2 

A,E 

1330  Chestnut 

479/4 

R-3 

RH-3 

C-2 

RH-3 

A,E 

2460-62  Clay 

612/15 

R-3 

RH-2 

C-2 

RH-2 

A,E 

2727  Clay 

6 32 /ID 

R-4 

EH- 3 

RM-4 

RH-3 

A,D 

3009  Clay 

1005/lA 

R-3 

RH-3 

RH-2 

RK-3 

A,B 

2965  Clay 

1004/25 

R-3 

RH-3 

RH-2 

RH-2  * 

A,B 

2925-2965  Clay 

1004/25, 
26,31 

R-3 

RH-3 

RH-2 

RH-2  * 

A,B 

Street  Address 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING  used  for 

Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  2  (Continued) 


31-35  Culebra  Ter. 

500/26 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,I 

282S-50  Divisadero 

952/15-21 

R-1 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-1 

A,B 

ZlOO-lb  Divisadero 

100  3/ lo- 
22 

R-2 

Till  O 

RH-J 

RH-2 

RH-2 

1364  Filbert 

524/14 

R-4 

RH-3 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A.B 

2159  Filbert 

533/30 

R-3 

RH-2 

C-2 

RH-2 

A,E 

605  Franklin 

768/17 

C-M 

P 

C-M 

C-2 

B,6 

1701  Franklin 

641/3 

R-4 

BH-2 

RM-4 

RH-2 

A,D 

2650  Franklin 

527/20A 

R-4 

RM-3 

RC-4 

RM-3 

A,D, 

2230-2300  Geary 
HLVa. 

1079/4- 
1/, 

1080/11 

R-4 

RC-1 

RJl-l 

Rl-l-l  « 

A,C 

1435-41  Gough 

688/1 

R-5 

Ri:i-4 

C-2 

RlI-4 

A,E 

2215  Gough 

592/3A 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,D 

1365  Greenwich 

524/23 

R-4 

RH-3 

RH-2 

RH-2  * 

A,E 

2256  Hyde 

71/14A 

R-5 

Rl^l 

RM-2 

RH-3  * 

A,I 

2633-37  Hyde 

26/2 

R-3 

RH-3 

RM-1 

RH-3 

A.B 

2639-45  Hyde 

26/lA 

R-3 

RH-3 

RM-1 

RH-3 

A.B 

2666  Hyde 

27/20 

R-3 

RH-3 

RC-2 

RH-3 

A,D 

2455  Jackson 

606/24 

R-2 

RH-2 

m~2 

RH-2 

A,B 

2640  Jackson 

585/11 

R-2 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

2535  Laguna 

579/2 

R-4 

RM-2 

RM-4 

RM-2 

A,B 

1724  Larkin 

186/13 

R-4 

RM-2 

RM-3 

RM-2 

A,B 

30 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Street  Address  Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  2  (Continued) 


807-09,813  Lyon 

1150/7,5 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-3 

* 

A,B 

825  Lyon 

1150/1 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-3 

A,B 

2900  Lyon 

940/llA 

R-3 

RH-2 

RC-1 

RH-2 

A,E 

2918-20  Lyon 

940/12 

R-3 

RH-2 

RC-1 

RH-2 

A,E 

2930  Lyon 

940/14 

R-3 

RH-2 

RC-1 

RH-2 

A,E 

2936  Lyon 

940/17 

R-3 

RH-2 

C-2 

RH-2 

A,E 

1444  McAllister 

776/34 

R-4 

BH-3 

RC-1 

RH-3 

A,D 

70  Nido  Ave. 

1112/22 

R-3 

RM-1 

RH-2 

m-2 

* 

A 

9  North  View  Ct. 

476/7B 

R-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-1 

A 

802-88  North  Point 

25/4A-4C. 
4E,4F,5-8 

C-2 

C-2 

RM-1 

C-2 

A 

857  North  Point 

26/21 

R-3 

RM~1 

C-2 

RM-1 

A,E 

975-79  North  Point 

453/11 

R-3 

RC-1 

C-2 

RC-1 

A,E 

1771  North  Point 

436F/27 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-3 

RH-2 

A,B 

2266  Pacific 

580/10 

R-.3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A  R 

Pacific  Mpdirfll 
Center 

28,29 

K-J, 

R-4 

DM  1 

KM— J. 

RM-2 

KM— 
RM-4 

RM-x 

m-1 

A 
A' 

II  H 

628/all 

R-4 

RM-2 

RM-4 

RM-2 

A- 

II  II 

629/16- 

18,34,36- 

40 

R-4 

RM-1 

RM-4 

RM-1 

A. 

•  1  •• 

637/14- 
18 

R-3 

mri 

RM-4 

RM-1 

A 

3101-07  Pierce 

512/38 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,B 

Criteria 

Assessor* s  ZONING  used  for 

Street  Address  Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  2  (Continued) 


512/'?7 

T?M-1 

RH— 2 

A 

3119-25  Pierce 

512/4 

R-3 

BH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,B 

2716-18.  2711  Pine 

1049/32, 
33 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,B 

2992-96  Pine 

R-3 

JaU  J 

A  .B 

1076/1 1 

*J— ^ 

r— 9 
*j— ^ 

c 

2360  Post 

1076/12 

R-3 

C-2 

RM-1 

RM-1 

A,E 

2375-99  Post 

1079/13- 
15 

R-3 

C-2 

RM-1 

RM-1 

it 

A,E 

2401  Post 

1080/1 

R-3 

C-2 

RM-1 

RM-1 

* 

A,E 

2853-57  Sacramento 

1026/23 

R-4 

RH-2 

RM-2 

RH-2 

A,D 

2859-61  Sacramento 

1026/22 

R-4 

RH-2 

RM-4 

RH-2 

A,D 

2867  Sacramento 

1026/21 

R-4 

RH-2 

RM-4 

RH-2 

A,D 

3163-67  Sacramento 

1023/30 

R-3 

RH-2 

RC-1 

RH-2 

A,E 

3009-11  Steiner 

535/4A 

R-4 

RM-1 

C-2 

RM-1 

A,E 

1500  Sutter 

673/5 

R-5 

RM-4 

C-2 

RM-4 

A,E 

2449  Sutter 

r_9 

KM— X 

C— Z 

n  o 
C-Z 

A,£ 

2340  Washington 

604/14 

R-2 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A. 

2405  Washington 

612/32 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A 

2339  Union 

538/21 

R-4 

RH-3 

RC-1 

RH-3 

A,D 

1554  Vallejo 

550/16 

R-3 

RH-3 

C-2 

RH-3 

A,E 

2918  Van  Ness  Ave. 

478/llD 

R-4 

RM-1 

RC-2 
or  C-2 

RM-1 

A,E 

3039  Van  Ness  Ave. 

474/1 

R-4 

m-1 

C-1 

RM-2 

A,D 

or  C-2 


2  ^ 


Street  Address 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  3 


jUii— 0      zna  Ave* 

1/.  33/31- 
33 

KM*"! 

KB.— Z 

A  1? 

302-6  -  2nd  Ave. 

1433/31- 

C-2 

RM-1 

RH-1 

RH-2  * 

A 

302-6  -  2nd  Ave. 

1433/31- 

C-2 

RM-1 

RM-1 

RH-2  * 

A 

591  -  4th  Ave. 

1547/5 

R-2 

RH-2 

RM-2 

RH-2 

A,D 

349  -  7th  Ave- 

1439/11 

R-3 

RM-1 

RM— 2 

RM-1 

i.XlX  Am 

A  D 

500-4  -  8th  Ave. 

1550/50 

R-2 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A 

585-99  -  8th  Ave. 

1551/20 

R-2 

RH-2 

RC-1 

RM-1  * 

A,B 

758-60  -  9th  Ave. 

1651/24 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3  or 
RM-1 

RH-2 

A.D 

700-702  -  11th  Ave. 

1653/49 

R-2 

RH-2 

RM-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

414  -  16th  Ave. 

1529/43 

C-2 

RH-2 

C-2 

C-2  * 

A,E 

434-6  -  19th  Ave. 

1526/25 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

992  Anza 

1131/lOB 

R-4 

RH-2 

RM-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

1020  Anza 

1543/19 

R-4 

RH-2 

RM-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

1025  Anza 
540  Arguello 

1544/50, 

CI 

Ji. 

1083/5 

R-2 
R-4 

RH-2 
RH-2 

RM-2 
C-2 

RM-2  * 
RH-2 

A,B 
A 

574  Arguello 

1131/12 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

20  Balboa 

1544/24 

R-2 

RH-2 

RM-2 

RM-2  * 

A,B 

26  Balboa 

1544/25 

R-2 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RM-2  * 

A,B 

124-26  Balboa 

1545/25 

R-2 

RH-2 

RM-2 

RM-2 

A,B 

50  Beaumont  Ave. 

1086/21 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A 

1000  Cabrillo 

1633/24 

R-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-2  * 

A,B,H 

Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Street  Address  Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  3  (Continued) 


1419  Cabrillo 

1658/36 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

3740  California 

1016 /All 

R-4 

RH-2, 
RM-2 

RM-4 
or  I 

RH-2, 
RM-2 

A,D 

3898  California 

1015/25 

R-4 

C-2 

RM-4 

RM-1  * 

A,B 

3900  California 

1361/14 

R-4 

C-2 

RC-3 

RM-1  '* 

A,B 

3900  California 

1361/14 

R-4 

C-2 

RM-4 

RM-1  * 

A,B 

3901  California 

1361/ 
Ptn.46 

R-4 

C-2 

EM-4 

RM-2  * 

A,B 

4045  California 

1362/18 

R-3 

RC-2 

RM-1 

RM-1  ^ 

A  n 

4135  California 

1363/20 

R-3 

RC-2 

RM-1 

RM-1  ^ 

A  n 

2900  Fulton 

1648/17 

R-4 

RM-3 

C-1 

RM-3 

A,C 

302-10  Laurel 
(3447  Clay) 

1009/22 

R-2 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

H 

316-18  Laurel 

1009/28 

R-2 

C-2 

RH-2 

FH-2  " 

A 

A 

29-39  Masonic  Ave. 

1092/3-5 

R~3 

RH-3 

RC-2 

RH-3 

A,D 

29-63  Masonic  Ave. 

1092/3-9 

R-3 

RH-3 

RC-4 

RH-3 

A,D 

29-99  Masonic  Ave 

1092/3-9, 
10 

R-3 

RH-3 
C-2 

RC-2 

RH-3 
RH-3  * 

A,C 

45  Masonic  Ave. 

1092/6 

R-3 

RH-3 

RC-2 

RH-3 

A,b 

63  Masonic  Ave. 

1092/9 

R-3 

RH-3 

RC-2 

RH-3 

A,p 

99  Masonic  Ave, 

1092/10 

R-3 

C-2 

RM-1 

RH-3  * 

A,C 

8-92  Palm  Ave. 

1039/23- 
40 

R-3, R-4 

RM-1 

PM-2 

RM-1 

A,B 

100-82  Palm  Ave. 

1062/30- 

R-3 

RM-1 

RM-2 

RM-1 

A 

Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Street  Address  Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  3  (continued) 


636  Presidio 

1046/19 

R-4 

RM-1 

RM-2 

RM-1 

A,D 

3553  Sacramento 

1019/25 

C-2 

C-2 

RC-2 

C-2 

A,D.E 

3707-15  Sacramento 

1017/26 

R-4 

C-2 

RH-3 

RH-3  * 

A,E 

331  Spruce 

1012/6 

R-3 

C-2 

RH-3 

RH-3  * 

A,E 

Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Street  Address  Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Reconmended  Analysis 


SHEET  4 


A29  -  21st  Ave. 

1523/4 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

574  -  22nd  Ave. 

1564/27 

R-2 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,D 

301  -  25th  Ave. 

1408/1 

R-3 

RC-1 

RM-1 

RM-1 

* 

A,C 

542  -  25th  AVe. 

1520/28 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

690  -  25th  Ave. 

1567/19 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-2 

RH-2 

A,D 

359  -  27th  Ave. 

1406/13 

R-3 

FH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

520-26  -  27th  Ave. 

1518/26A 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,D 

427  -  32nd  Ave. 

1464/3 

R-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-2 

* 

A,H 

439  -  32nd  Ave. 

1464/4C 

R-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-2 

* 

A,H 

446  -  33rd  Ave. 

1464/14 

R-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-2 

* 

A,H 

454  -  34th  Ave. 

1465/16A 

R-2 

RH-2 

RH-l(S) 

.RH-2 

A,D 

517  -  36th  Ave. 

1508/2 

R-2 

EH-2 

e:!-i 

RM-1 

* 

A 

523  -  38th  Ave. 

1506/3 

R-2 

RH-1 

R-2 

RH-2 

* 

A,H 

474-76  -  41st  Ave. 

1472/5 

R-4 

RH-1 

RH-3 

RH-1 

A,D 

571  -  42nd  Ave. 

1502/8 

R-2 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A,H 

559-61  -  42nd  Ave. 

1502 /5E, 
25A 

R-2 

RH-2 

RH-l(S) 

RH-2 

A»D 

711-99  -  48th  Ave. 

1596/1- 
18D 

R-2, R-3 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A,H 

4355  Anza 

1577/30 

R-2 

RH-2 

RC-1 

RH-2 

A,D 

2200-10  Balboa 

1566/24 

R-3 

RH-2 

RC-1 

RH-2 

A,D 

3826-32  Balboa 

1582/41 

R-3 

RH-2 

RC-3,C-2, 

RH-2 

A,D 

or  RC-1 


Criteria 


Assessor ' s 

ZONING 

used  for 

Street  Adress 

Block/Lot 

Existing 

Proposed 

Requested 

Recommended 

Analysis 

SHEET  4  (Continued) 

4722  Balboa 

1591/5F 

R-3 

RM-1 

RH-l(D) 

RM-1 

A,D 

2625  Cabrillo 

1670/lC 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

2121-23  Clement 

1454/38 

R-3 

RC-1 

C-1 

C-1  * 

A,E 

2526  Clement 

1407/21 

R-3 

RH-2 

RC-1 

RH-2 

A,C,D 

2939-41  Clement 

1462/45 

R-3 

RM-1 

C-1 

RM-1 

A,E 

6114-16  Fulton 

1680/16B 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

6850  Geary  Blvd. 

1464/12 

R-4 

RC-2 

RM-4 

RM-2  * 

AsB,C,D 

6850  Geary  Blvd. 

1464/12 

R-4 

RC-2 

RM-3 

RM-2  * 

A,B«C.D 

6900  Geary  Blvd. 

1465/7 

R-4 

RC-2 

RM-4 

KM-2  * 

A,B,C,D 

6901  Geary  Blvd. 

1511/1 

R-4 

RC-2 

RM-4 

SM-2  * 

A,B,C,D 

6998  Geary  Blvd. 

1465/11 

R-4 

RC-2 

RM-4 

RM-2  * 

A,B,CsD 

^  7 


Street  Address 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING  use  for 

Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommenied  Analysis 


SHEET  5 


1374  -  20th  Ave. 

1774/28 

R-3 

RH-1 

RM-1 

T>TT  O 

RH-3 

JL 

A  T% 

A,D 

1378-81  -  20th  Ave. 

mh/ii 

R-3 

RH-/ 

T51J  O 

RH-J 

7->T7  O 

RH- J 

iK 

A 

1283  -  22nd  Ave 

1728/18 

C-2 

KH— z 

n  o 
C-Z 

KH-Z 

A  TP 

A,E 

1227  -  24th  Ave. 

1726/4 

R-2 

RH— 1 

KH-Z 

XT 

H 

1218  -  25th  Ave. 

1726/40 

R-2 

i>ii  1 

Kn— Z 

oil  o 

2300-78  -  25th  Ave. 

2353/15- 
28,2A-2F 

R-1 

RH-l 

i\H-2 

Tin  1 

RH-1 

A 

A 

2426  -  34th  Ave. 

2392/33 

R-1 

RH-1 

C-2 

RH-1 

E 

2225  -  44th  Ave. 

2305/14 

R-1 

P 

RH-1 

RH-1 

A,G 

1675  -  48th  Ave. 

1895/18 

R-2 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A,H 

1924  Great  Hiehwav 

2086/lF 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A,H 

3865  Irving 

1794/41 

R-3 

RH-2 

C-1 

RH-2 

A,E 

1701-09  Judah 

1831/1, 
51 

R-3 

RH-3 

RC-2 

RH-3 

A,D 

2300  Judah 

1783/13 

R-3 

RC-1 

RM-1 

RC-1 

A,C 

2900  Judah 

1789/18 

R-3 

RH-1 

RH-3 

RH-3 

A  ,B 

1325-31  Santiago 

2353/29, 
30 

R-1 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-1 

A,B 

Street  Address 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  6 


1330  -  4th  Ave. 

1758/33 

R-2 

RH-2 

RM-2 

RH-2 

A,D 

1423  -  6th  Ave. 

1847/6 

R-1 

Rli-l 

RH-2 

RH-1 

A 

1547  -  9th  Ave. 

1855/8 

R-2 

RH-2 

RM-2 

RH-2 

A.D 

1800-90  -  9th  Ave. 

2045/23 

R-2 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

H 

1259  -  11th  Ave. 

1739/12 

R-2 

RH-2 

RM-4 

RH-2 

A.D 

2172  -  16th  Ave. 

2202/6 

R-1 

RH-l(D) 

RH-1 

RH-l(D) 

A 

1379-81  -  18th  Ave. 

1773/5 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

1200  -  19th  Ave. 

1732/43 

R-4 

C-1 

RC-1 

RM-2  * 

A,B,C 

2222  -  19th  Ave. 

2331/6 

R-3 

RH-2 

C-1 

RH-2 

A,E 

205  Carl 

1274/34 

R-3. 5 

RH-3 

RM-2 

RH-3 

A,D 

345  Carl 

1275/51 

R-3 

RH-3 

RM-3 

RH-3 

A,D 

500,510,516,526, 
534,540,544,548 
Castenada  Ave. 

2338A/1- 
8,13-17, 
21,22-24 

R-l(D) 

RH-1 

RH-l(D) 

RH-l(D) 

A, I 

2*^5  Christopher 

2673/61 

R-1 

RH~1(D) 

RH-1 

RH-l(D) 

A,D,I 

207  Cole 

1212/2 

R-3 

RH-3 

RC-1 

RH-3 

A,E 

1519  Funs ton  Ave. 

1859A/5 

R-2 

EH-1 

RH-2 

RH-2  * 

A,B,H 

30  Irving 

1750/12 

R-2 

RH-2 

C-1 

RH-2 

A,D 

601  Lincoln  Way 

1743/50 

R-2 

RH-2 

RC-2 

RM-1  * 

A,D 

1681  Oak 

1223/17- 
24 

R-3. 5 

RH-3 

RM-1 

RM-1  * 

A 

183  Parnassus  Ave. 

1276/17 

R-3 

RH-3 

RM-3 

RH-3 

A,D 

200,250  Parnassus 
Ave. 

1274/36, 
37 

R-3. 5 

RH-3 

RM-2 

RH-3 

A,D 

Street  Address 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  6  (Continued) 


286,290 
Parnassus  Ave. 

306  Parnassus  Ave. 

325-31  Parnassus 
Ave. 


1274/16  R-3.5 

1275/7  R-4 
2633/14  R-3 


333  Parnassus  Ave.        2633/6  R-3 


350  Parnassus  Ave. 
(1,7,21,15  Hill 
Point  Ave. ,2,10,16, 
22,28,34,40  Hillway 
Ave., 415  Carl) 

640  Stanyan 


764-66,770,772-78, 
784,798  Stanyan 


1275/22-  R-3 

24,35-45, 

59 


1227/17,  R-4 
18,20 

1250/18,  R-4 
20-25 


RH-3 

RH-3 
RH-3 

RH-3 
RH-2 


RC-1 


RC-1 


RM-2 

RM-4 
RM-4 

RM-4 
RC-1 


RC-2 


RM-4 


RH-3 

RH-3 
RH-3 

RH-3 
RH-2 


A,D 

A,D 
A,D 

A,D 

A 


RC-2  *  A,C 
RC-2  *  A,C 


1230  Willard 


1266/22  R-3.5 


RH-3 


RM-2 


RH-3 


A,D 


Street  Address 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


onCiJCii  / 

3541/76 

R-3 

EH-3 

RM-1 

RH-3 

A 

1434,1445  -  15th  St. 
(1884-98  Folsom, 

onu  L.WC 

3549/16- 
20,65 

M-1 

RH-3 

M-1 

M-1 

* 

A 

3545/23 

R-4 

RM-1 

RM-3 

RM-1 

A,B,D 

jwoj— o/       xocn  ou. 

3569/50 

RH-2 

C-M 

C-M 

* 

A,B,E 

hUjo-  to  '♦U-'O  —  x/^n 
St. (and  2450. 
Market) 

262"^ /I  n- 

17,21,83, 

88,90 

R.— H 

RH-3 

RM-2 

A 

4007-09  -  18th  St. 

3583/88 

R-3 

RC-1 

C-2 

RC-1 

C,E. 

-  loth  St. 

J  J  O  J/  oU 

K— J 

KL— 1 

V/  ,  X-j 

•♦ou^      xocn  ot. 

2f>'5  ft/2 

K.— J 

RH-2 

A  D 

Ift70  -  91g<- 

(2487  Harrison) 

4084/20 

I,"— ri 

Rr-2 

RH-3 

A,D 

4233-35  -  21st  St. 

2767/26, 
27 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

EH-2 

A,B,D 

4253  -  21st  St. 

2767/24 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

3617/1 2 

RH— ^ 

Rr-2 

C-2 

* 

A,E 

3390-94  -  22nd  St. 

3617/27 

R-4 

RC-1 

RC-3 

RC-1 

A,C,D 

3298  -  25th  St. 

6519/21 

R-4 

RM-1 

RM-2 

RM-1 

A,B,D 

521-79  -  27th  St. 

6590/34- 

37,39,40, 

43,44 

R-3 

RM-1 

RH-2 

RH-3 

I 

536-38,  554-58  - 
27th  St. 

6581/13, 
14,20-22 

R-3 

RM-1 

RH-2 

RM-1 

A 

i 


Street  Address 


Criteria 

Assessor's  ZONING   used  for 

Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  7  (Continued) 


121  -  28th  St. 

6615/34 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

277-79  -  29th  St. 

6633/24 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

3627  Army 

6576/14 

R-4 

RM-1 

RM-4 

RM-1 

A,D 

335  Bartlett 

6516/20 

R-3 

RH-3 

RM-1 

RH-3 

A,B,D 

767-71  Capp 

3637/18 

R-4 

RM-2 

C-2 

RM-2 

A,B,E 

328-32  Castro 

2622/6 

R-4 

RH-3 

RM-2 

RH-3 

A,D 

1901,1907  Castro 

6590/31 
32 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A 

1950  Castro 
1989  Castro 
(560  Duncan) 

6589/1 

6590/24 

6590/19 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A 

348  Church 

3558/5 

R-4 

RM-2 

M-1 

RM-2 

A,D 

231-33  Clinton 
Park 

3534/44 

R-4 

RM-1 

RM-4 

RM-1 

A,D 

501,503  Diamond 

2771/29, 
30 

R-4 

RH-2 

RM-4 

RH-3  * 

A,D 

501-03  Dolores 

3587/46 

R-4 

RC-1 

RC-2 

RC-1 

A,C 

246  Dor land 

3580/73 

R-3 

RM-1 

RM-2 

RM-1 

A,B 

366  Douglas 

2714/1 

R-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-2  * 

A,B,H 

731  Douglas 

2830/25A 

R-3 

RH-2 

RC-1 

RH-2 

A,C,E 

590  Duncan 

6590/23 

R-3 

RH-2 

RI4-1 

RH-2 

A,B 

226  to  292  Eureka 

2699/6- 
20 

R-3 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-2  * 

A,H 

2985  Folsom 

6524/22 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,B 

Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Street  Address  Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  7  (Continued) 


2224  Mission 
(125  San  Carlos) 

3589/4 

C-2,R-3 

RH-3 

C-2 

C-2 

A,E 

70  Montezuma 

5520/32 

R-1 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-1 

A,B,I 

100  Romain 

2747/1 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A 

110  Romain 

2747/lA 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A- 

120  San  Jose  Ave. 

3645/4 

R-5 

RH-3 

RM-1 

RH-3 

A,3,D 

120  V  San  Jose  Ave. 

3645/5 

R-5 

RH-3 

RM-1 

RH-3 

A,B,D 

118  San  Jose  Ave. 

3645/3 

R-5 

RH-3 

RM-1 

RH-3 

A,B,D 

1579  Sanchez 

6619/16 

R-3 

RH-2 

RC-1 

RH-2 

A,E 

1201-03  Sanchez 

6549/29 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,3,D 

7  Seward 

2714/15 

R-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-2 

* 

A,B,H 

17-19  Seward 

2714/14B 

R-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-2 

* 

A,B,H 

21^23  Seward 

2714/14A 

R-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-Z 

* 

A,B,H 

30  Seward 

2701/12 

R-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-2 

it 

A,B,H 

36  Seward 

2701/16A 

R-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-2 

A,H 

40-42  Seward 

2701/17A 

R-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-2 

* 

A,H 

255  States 

2619/58 

R-2 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A,B,H 

1360  Stevenson 

3513/73 

C-M 

RM-1 

C-M 

C-M 

* 

A 

164  Valley 

6615/16 

R-3 

RK-2 

m-1 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

519  Valley 

7536/31 

R-1 

RH-1 

RH-3 

RH-1 

A,B,D 

550  Valley 

6611/17 

R-1 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-1 

A,B,D 

780-82  South 
Van  Ness  Ave, 

3590/9 

R-4 

RH-3 

RM-1 

RH-3 

A,D 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Street  Address  Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  7  (Continued) 


109  Grand  View  Ave. 

2753/24E 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A,B 

133  Grand  View  Ave. 

2753/23A 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A 

139  Grand  View  Ave. 

2753/23B 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A 

188  Grand  View  Ave. 

2754/15 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A,B 

204  Grand  View  Ave. 

2754/16A 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

A,B 

236  Grand  View  Ave. 

2764/2 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-4 

RH-2 

A,D 

272  Grand  View  Ave. 

2764/11 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A 

276  Grand  View  Ave. 

2764/12 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A 

619  Grand  View  Ave. 

6501/ 35A 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A 

1301  to  1377 
Guerrero 

6532/8, 

21A,21B, 

22-31 

R-3 

RH-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

A 

1471  Guerrero 

6576/11 

R-3 

RM-1 

RM-4 

RM-1 

A,D 

1555  Guerrero 

6598/1, lA 

R-3 

RC-1 

RM-1 

RH-3  * 

A,B,C 

1  High 

2849/15 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-3  * 

A,D 

4,49  High 

2849/10, 
11 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-3  * 

A 

17-35,45  Hoff 

3569/19- 
21 

C-M 

RM-2 

RM-1 

RM-2 

A 

219  Liberty 

3606/43 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A 

2425  Market 

2647/29, 
32 

R-4 

RH-3 

C-2 

RH-3 

A,E 

2750  Market 

2650/32 

R-4 

RM-1 

RM-3 

RM-1 

A,B 

3845  Market 

2777/5 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A 

3845-47  Market 

2777/5 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

3Y 


Street  Address 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  7  (Continued) 


796  South 
Van  Ness  Ave. 

1471-73  South 
Van  Ness  Ave, 

83-87  Walter 

83-87,  89-99  Walter 


3590/10  R-4 


6526/15  R-4 


3538/74  R-3 

3538/26A,  R-3 
74 


C-2 

RM-1 

RH-3 
RH-3 


RM-4 
RM-3 
RM-2 

m-1 


RH-3  * 

RM-1 

RH-3 
RH-3 


D,E 


A,B,D 
A,B 


Street  Address 


Crltaria 

Assessor's  ZONING   used  for 

Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  8 


2025  -  17th  St. 

3977/20 

M-1 

RH-2 

M-1 

M-1  * 

A,B 

1142-44  -  18th  St. 

4000/13 

R-3 

RH-2 

RC-1 

RH-2 

A,C.D 

1164-68  -  18th  St. 

4000/14 

R-3 

RH-3 

C-2 

RH-3 

A,C,D 

1224  -  18th  St. 

4001/13 

R-3 

RH-3 

RM-1 

RH-3 

A,D 

1915-17  -  18th  St. 

40 31/ 19 A 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-4 

RH-2 

A,T) 

2126  -  18th  St. 

4010/2 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A 

2131  -  18th  St. 

4029/20 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A 

2136  -  18th  St. 

4010/4 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A 

1319  -  19th  St. 

4066/1 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

1525  -  19th  St. 

4068/20 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

1841  -  19th  St. 

4071/31 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

1437  -  20th  St. 

4101/39 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

1527-31  -  20 th  St. 

4100/31 

C-2 

C-1 

C-2 

C-2  * 

£ 

1527-31  -  20th  St. 

4100/31 

C-2 

C-1 

RM-1 

C-2  * 

'D,E 

1718  -  20th  St. 

4069/15 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

1730  -  20th  St. 

4069/17 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A 

2000  -  20th  St, 

R-3 

RM-1 

RM-4 

RM-1 

A,B,r 

1801  -  23rd  St. 

hlllkl 
all 

R-3 

RM-2 

RH-2 

RM-2 

A 

720  Arkansas 

4162/4 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

Street  Address 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  8  (Continued) 


871  Carolina 

4097/30 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B 

285  Connecticut 

4003/19 

C-2 

C-1 

C-2 

C-2  * 

E 

364  Connecticut 

4035/10 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

415  Connecticut 

4067/26 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

439  Connecticut 

4067/22 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

501,  501A,  503 
Connecticut 

4100 /30B 

C-2 

C-1 

C-2 

C-2  * 

E 

514  Connecticut 

4099/5 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

643  Connecticut 

4100/52 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

680  Connecticut 

4099/25B 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

660  DeHaro 

4031/29 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-4 

RH-2 

A,D 

1105  DeHaro 

4160/46 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

1300  to  1366  DeHaro 
1321  to  1399  DeHaro 

4259/1- 

11,31,32, 

36 

4218/25-36 

R-3 

RH-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

A,B 

753  Kansas 

4073/18 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

782  Kansas 

4074/13A 

R-3 

RM-1 

RH-3 

RM-1 

A 

1361  Kansas 

4260/17 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,D 

171  Langton 

3755/117 

M-1 

M-1 

RM-2 

M-1 

A 

366  Mississippi 

4038/8 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

1004,1062 
Mississippi 

4224/15, 
24,43 

R-3 

RH-3 

RM-1 

RH-3 

A,D 

(1410  -  25th  St.) 


9  7 


Street  Address 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING    used  for 

Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  8  (Continued) 


675,699  Rhode  Island 

4031/5, 
23 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-4 

RH-2 

A,D 

772  Rhode  Island 

4073/9 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A 

Rhode  Island,  both 
sides  between 
20th  and  22nd  Sts. 

4094/2- 
30 

4095/38- 
65,70,71 

R-3 

RH-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

A 

701  to  791  San  Bruno 
Ave.  (700-04  to 
740  Vermont) 

4075/all 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A 

1421  San  Bruno  Ave. 

4279/19 

M-1 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,D 

56  Sheridan 

3519/35 

M-1 

RH-3 

RM-2 

RH-3 

A,D 

1  Southern  Heights 
Ave. 

4096/26, 
28 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,D 

128  Texas 

3985/32 

M-1 

RH-2 

M-1 

M-1  * 

A,B 

319  Texas 

4038/24 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B 

642  Wisconsin 

4097/4 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

678  Wisconsin 

4097/9B 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

858  Wisconsin 

4161/4 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

859  Wisconsin 

4162/62 

R-3 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RH-2 

A,B,D 

725-27  York 

4079/18 

R-4 

RH-2 

C-M 

RH-2 

A,E 

Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING  used  for 

Street  Address  Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  9 


E  gb  e  r  t / Donehue 

4904/1, 
2 

R-Z 

Till  1 

Etl—Z 

r 

r  * 

G 

1001  Shaft er  Ave. 

4794/1 

M-l 

P 

M-1 

P 

6 

Van  Dyke  Ave. 

4814/9, 
11,17,20 

M-1 

M-1 

P 

P  * 

6 

11/  Broad 

1  LLiI  >-\l. 

K— Z 

n  o 
C>— Z 

Ktl-Z 

A  n  IT 

101  Farallones 

^  1  A  "7  1  1 

/lu/ /I 

R-Z 

Rn-Z 

c-z 

Kn— Z 

209  Granada  Ave. 

6941/24 

R-3 

RH-1 

RH-3 

RH-2  * 

A,H 

234-48  Monterey 
Blvd. 

6770/50 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,D 

298  Monterey  Blvd. 

6770/51 

R-3 

RH-2 

RC-1 

RH-2 

A,C,D 

798  Monterey  Blvd. 

3095/26 

R-3 

RM-1 

RC-1 

RM-1 

A,C,D 

798  Monterey  Blvd. 

3095/26 

R-3 

RM-1 

C-2 

RM-1 

A,D,E 

121  Sagamore 

7147/33, 
36,44 

R-1 

RH-1 

C-1 

RH-1 

A,E 

2227  San  Jose  Ave. 

6964/10 

R-1 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-1 

A,D 

Niagara  between 
Mission  &  Huron 

7030/34 

C-2 

C-2 

RH-1 

RH-1  * 

A,E 

SHEET  13 

2301  Vicente 
(2601  -  34th  Ave.) 

2462A/1 

R-1 

RH-1 

C-1 

C-1  * 

A,E 

3  9 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Street  Address  Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  10 


300-98  Dwight 

6118/11 

R-l 

P 

RH-1 

P 

G 

1815  Egbert 

5431A/ 
ptn.lO 

M-1 

M-1 

P 

P 

G 

1262-66,1270,1292, 
1298  Fitzgerald  Ave. 

4913/8 
8A,9,10 

lOA  1 1 

C-M 

RH-1 

RM-1 

RM-1 

* 

J 

49T?/n 

*T>  JLJ  /  X  J- 

r-M 

RH-1 

RM-1 

* 

T 

sJ 

1391  Oilman  Ave. 

4941/27 

R-l 

RH-1 

C-2 

C-2 

* 

E 

1063  Girard  Ave. 

6172/21 

R-3 

RM-1 

RH-1 

RM-1 

A 

James  Lick  Freeway 
Rieht  of  Wav 

5466/ 
ptn. 30 

R-l 

P 

C-2 

P 

6 

1  Jamestown  Ave. 

4991/40, 
63 

R-l, 
R-2,R-3 

RH-1 
RH-1 

RM-1 
RM-1 

RH-2 
RM-1 

* 
* 

J 
J 

1601  Oakdale  Ave. 

5322/36 

C-2 

RH-2 

C-2 

C-2 

* 

E 

1895-99  Oakdale  Ave. 

5320/14, 
15 

C-M 

RH-2 

C-M 

RH-2 

A 

10  01ms tead 

6122/llA 

C-2 

RM-1 

C-2 

RM-1 

A,E 

2350  San  Bruno  Ave, 

5880/20 

R-3 

RC-1 

RM-1 

RM-1 

* 

A 

2380  San  Bruno  Ave. 

5881/1- 
5,20-22 

C-2 

RC-1 

C-2 

C-2 

* 

A,E 

3090  San  Bruno  Ave. 

6122/11 

C-2 

RM-1 

C-2 

RM-1 

A,E 

106-10  Woolsey 

6121/1 

C-2 

RM-1 

C-2 

RM-1 

A,E 

Street  Address 


Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING   used  for 

Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 


SHEET  11 


jutn  bt.,  boucnsxae, 
comer  Castro 

/  J  Jo  /  IXJyJ 

K— J 

DVT  1 

KM— X 

T3 

r 

r  ^ 

ri 
\j 

lAJK)  Joaaen 

A779 /l QA 
O  /  /  Z  /  J.  OA 

1 

K— X 

PU_1 
Ktl  X 

Ktl— Z 

Ktl— X. 

A 

zxo— zu  Doswortn 

0  /  Z  J/ XX— 

18 

K— J 

Kn— Z 

Ktl— Z 

A 

AfU 

236  Bosworth 

6723/17 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-2 

RH-2 

A,D 

418  to  426  Bosworth 

6747/2-  . 
24 

R-2, 
C-M 

RH-2 

RM-2 

RH-2 

A,D 

500-82  Bosworth 

6745/53, 
68,69,42 

R-2 

P 

RH-3 

P 

G 

3045  Castro 

6728/22A 

R-l 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-1 

A 

714  Chenery 

6739/6 

R-l 

RH-1 

RC-1 

RH-1 

A,E 

1005  Cortland 

5659/17 

R-l 

RH-1 

RC-2 

RH-1 

A,E 

z  y  /  0- 7  2  Diamond 

6756/9, 
10 

C-2 

RC-1 

RH-1 

RH-3  * 

A,E 

18  Fairmount 

6662/5 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,D 

901-1000 
Geneva  Ave. 

6412/1, 
21-38 

C-2 

RC-1 

C-2 

RC-1 

A,B,C 

1063  Geneva  Ave. 

6407/13 

C-2 

RC-1 

C-2 

RC-1 

A,B,C 

1780  Geneva  Ave. 

6423/9 

R-l-D, 
R-l 

RH-1 

C-2 

RH-2  * 

A,J 

393  London 

6082/46 

R-2 

RH-1 

RH-2 

RH-2  * 

A,H 

4004-08  Mission 

6748/2 

C-2 

RH-2 

C-2 

C-2  * 

E 

Criteria 

Assessor's   ZONING  used  for 

Street  Address  Block/Lot    Existing    Proposed    Requested    Recommended  Analysis 
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80  Monterey  Blvd. 

6768/16 

R-3 

RH-1 

C-1 

RH-Z 

A,E 

243  Onondaga  Ave. 

6951/30, 
31 

C-2 

RH-1 

C-2 

C-2  * 

F 

550  Russia  Ave. 

6277/1 

R-3 

RH-2 

RM-1 

RH-2 

A,D 

14  St.  Mary's  Ave. 

6720/28 

R-3 

RH-2 

C-2 

RH-2 

A,E 

168  Seville 

6447/21 

R-1 

RH-1 

RH-l(S) 

RH-1 

A,D 

1001  Sunny dale  A  e. 

6358-62, 

R-1 

RM-1 

RH-1 

RH-1  * 

A 

6373/All 

Southern  F/W 

5846/14, 

R-1 

P 

RH-1 

RH-1  * 

A,G 

at  Westview  Ave. 

15 

Walter  Haas 

7540/1 

C-1 

C-1 

P 

p  * 

G 

Playground 

on  Diamond  Hts.Blvd. 


OUTEE  RICHMOND 


A  strong  protest  by  the  Chinese  Property  Owners  Associa- 
tion in  opposition  to  the  Residential  Zoning  Study  as  it  ap- 
plies to  the  Richmond  District  dramatized  the  first  public 
hearing  on  the  proposed  maps  on  February  7 5  1978  Q-t  Presidio  . 
Junior  High  School o    The  Richmond  District  Council  also  tesi- 
fied  in  opposition  to  the  entire  Residential  Zoning  Study  and 
the  Proposed  Zoning  Mapso    Other  owners  and  residents  testified 
in  favor  of  the  Proposed  Zoning  Maps  or  requested  specific 
changes  in  the  Proposed  Zoning  for  a  certain  lot  or  lotSo 

Many  streets  in  this  area  have  been  largely  rebuilt  with 
small  and  medium  sized  apartment  houses  in  the  past  twenty 
years,  a  process  that  has  continued  under  the  Proposed  MapSo 
Fewer  and  fewer  of  the  traditional  small  one-family  cottages 
that  once  characterized  the  area  are  lefto 

The  staff  reconinends  an  increase  in  density  in  certain 
areas o 

Those  street  frontages  developed  with  one  and  two-family 
houses  which  are  zoned  R-2  on  the  existing  zoning  maps  and  v/ere 
zoned  RH-1  on  the  maps  initiated  December  8,  1977  are  recom- 
mended for  change  back  to  two-family  zoningo    This  is  relative- 
ly little  change  in  density  from  the  maps  adopted  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  in  1960=    In  the  Outer  Richmond  this  totals  289 
parcels  mostly  in  the  area  between  Geary  Boulevard  and  Balboa 
Street  along  36th  through  41st  Avenue So 

Along  Clement  Street  the  staff  recommends  that  those  sec- 
tions designated  as  RC-1  on  the  Proposed  Maps  that  are  contigu- 
ous with  existing  C-1  properties  be  zoned  C-1  alsOo  These 
frontages  are  heavily  developed  with  non-conforming  buildings 
that  are  similar  to  the  buildings  along  the  C-1  frontage  and 
should  be  zoned  in  the  same  manner »    There  has  not  been  pressure 
to  convert  the  upstairs  apartments  to  commercial  use  and  the 
C-1  zoning  is  appropriate  to  the  neighborhood  shopping  charac- 
ter of  the  areao     In  addition  under  C-1  open  space  standards 
larger  dwelling  units  are  possible  than  under  RC-1  standards » 

The  deletion  of  the  three  RC  districts  listed  below  serves 
to  allow  the  continuance  of  the  non-conforming  retail  shops  so 
long  as  the  proposed  criteria  for  neighborhood  non-conforming 
uses  are  met,  without  allowing  the  development  of  new  com- 
mercial buildings  that  would  be  out  of  scale  and  character  with 
the  surrounding  medium  density  residential  areas o    A  change  in 


zoning  from  RC-1  to  EM-1  results  in  no  change  in  permitted 
density  for  new  residential  constructiono    It  remains  to.cne 
unit  allowed  for  each  800  square  feet  of  lot  area^ 


Future  development  in  the  Outer  Richmond  will  occur  ge- 
nerally along  Geary  Boulevard  and  at  the  Playland-at-the-Beach 
sitOo    Banks  and  apartment  buildings  have  "been  replacing  gas 
stations  along  Geary  Boulevard  and  this  trend  will  probably  con- 
tinue for  some  timeo    The  recommendations  by  the  staff  for 
changes  in  the  Proposed  Zoning  would  have  the  effect  of  permit- 
ting more  opportunity  for  development  on  a  scale  that  will  be 
in  harmony  with  the  existing  neighborhoods  in  the  areao 


Recommended  Changes  to  a  district  with  higher  density 


lo      32nd  Avenue,  west  side,  between 
Clement  and  Geary 

2.      35rd  Avenue,  east  side,  between 
Clement  and  Geary 

5.      35th  Avenue,  west  side,  south 
of  Clement 

4.      Geary  Boulevard,  northwest  corner 
36th  Avenue 

5-      36th  Avenue,  west  side,  south 
of  Geary 

6o      Properties    zoned  RH-1  between 

Geary  and  Balboa  fronting  on  36th, 
37th,  38th,  39th,  40th,  and  the 
east  side  of  4lst  Avenues 

7o      '42nd  Avenue  between  Clement  and 
Geary 

8o      '4-5th  Avenue,  east  side,  between 
Clement  and  Point  Lobos 

9.      45th  Avenue,  east  side  from  mid- 
block  south,  between  Anza  and 
Balboa 

10.      Property  south  of  Sutro  Meadow, 
north  portion  of  Playland  site 


RH-1  to  RH-2        (15  lots) 


RH-1  to  RH-2        (12  lots) 


RH-1  to  RH-2        (  7  lots) 


RH  1  to  RH-2        (  3  lots) 


RH-2  to  RM-1        (  1  lot  ) 


RH-1  to  RH-2        (289  lots) 


RH-1  to  RH-2        (3^  lots) 


RH-1  to  RH-2        (  3  lots) 


RH-1  to  RH-2        (  8  lots) 


RH-1  to  RH-2        (  1  lot) 


(Total  363  lots) 


To  a  residential  district  from  a  residential  commercial 


district 


1.  Geary  Boulevard  "between  32nd  and 
^^■th  Avenue 

2.  California  Street,  intersection  with 
2^th  Avenue 

5.    Cabrillo  Street,  between  46th  and 
47th  Avenues 


RC-2  to  m-2    (12  lots) 


RC-1  to  m-1     (  3  lots) 


RC-1  to  m-1     (16  lots) 


(Total    31  lots) 


To  C-1 

1,     Clement  Street,  between  19th  and  22nd 
Avenues 

2c     Clement  Street    south  corners  of 
27th  Avenue 


RC-1  to  C-1  (52  lots) 
RC-1  to  C-1      (  4  lots) 


(Total      56  lots) 


INKER  RICHMOND 


The  comments  and  requests  for  changes  in  the  Proposed  Maps 
for  this  area  were  largely  by  individuals  asking  for  increased 
density  for  single  properties o     In  addition  to  these  requests 
the  staff  analyzed    the  zoning  of  the  major  institutions  in  the 
area  which  had  been  zoned  I  ( Institutional)  on  the  Proposed 
Maps  between  May  20,  1976  an.'i  December  8,  1977 »  "but  were  placed 
in  R  districts  on  the  Proposed  Mapo    These  institutions  include 
Sto  Anne's  Home  for  the  Aged,  Lone  Mountain  College  and  the 
University  of  San  Francisco o    Residents  of  the  area  surrounding 
Children's  Hospital  and  representatives  of  the  hospital  also 
testified  concerning  the  Proposed  Zoning o     The  hospital  requested 
that  I  (Institutional)  zoning  be  remapped;  the  present  proposed 
residential  RH  and  RM  zoning  for  the  hospital  property  carries 
a  floor  area  ratio  standard  for  non-residential  buildings  that 
the  hospital  considers  too  restrictive »     The  staff  recommends 
that  the  Proposed  Map  not  be  changed  for  the  property  occupied 
by  Children's  Hospitalo    Under  the  RM  and  RH  districts  any 
modifications  of  the  institution  may  be  authorized  as  condi- 
tional uses  by  the  Commission  after  public  hearings =  The 
proposed  floor  area  ratio  standard  will  serve  to  complement 
the  house  and  low-rise  apartment  character  of  the  surrounding 
neighborhood;  the  only  high-rise  buildings  in  the  immediate 
neighborhood  are  those  of  the  hospital., 

The  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  recently 
considered  and  reclassified  the  property  occupied  by  Sto  -^nne ' s 
Home  to  R-2  in  order  to  allow  the  home  to  apply  for  conditional 
use  authorization  to  rebuild  their  facility <>    The  staff  recommends 
that  this  property  together  with  the  sites  of  Lone  Mountain 
College  and  the  University  of  San  Francisco  be  changed  from  RH-1 
to  RH-2  to  make  the  zoning  of  these  educational  institutions 
more  similar  to  the  areas  adjacent  to  themo    While  this  does 
not  have  any  effect  on  the  existing  institutional  use  of  the 
property,  the  RH-2  zoning  would  permit  a  planned  unit  develop- 
ment for  these  large  sites  at  a  low-medium  density  in  the  event 
these  institutional  uses  are  abandoned = 

Generally  the  staff  recommends  the  expansion  of  the  RM 
district  along  Arguello  Boulevard  and  Balboa  Street,  an  area 
especially  well  served  by  transit  and  Golden  Gate  Parko  At 
the  intersection  of  California  and  Arguello  Boulevard  the  staff 
recommends  the  deletion  of  the  proposed  C-2  district,  replacing 
it  with  the  RM-1  and  RM-2  zoning  of  the  adjacent  properties; 
this  could  permit,  with  City  Planning  Commission  authorization, 
the  continuation  of  the  three  non-conforming  gas  stations  at 
the  intersection  but  would  prevent  inappropriate  new  commercial 


uses  having  no  termination  requirement  under  the  new  NCU 
provisions o     Similarly  the  staff  recommends  that  the  G-2  zoning 
proposed  on  the  December  8,  1977  maps  be  deleted  for  the  site 
of  the  Fireman's  Fund  office  building,  which  also  can  continue 
as  a  conditional  usee     In  the  past  residents  of  this  area  have 
expressed  concern  that  under  G-2  zoning  the  office  building 
could  be  converted  into  a  shopping  center  that  would  adversely 
impact  the  neighborhoodo    Under  the  recommended  EH-2  zoning  the 
office  use  could  continue  but  the  property  could  not  be  converted 
to  a  more  intensive  commercial  use  without  a  separate  public 
hearingo 

The  general  request  voiced  by  some  property  owners  and 
residents  at  the  February  1978  hearing  held  in  the  Richmond 
District  to  return  all  of  the  zoning  densities  to  those  permitted 
prior  to  the  reclassification  of  the  area  bounded  generally  by 
Fulton  Street,  Geary  Boulevard,  Arguello  Boulevard  and  Funston 
Avenue  in  1973  have  not  been  recommended  by  the  Department » 
The  Department  could  not  establish  that  a  sufficiently  high 
number  of  owners  and  residents  support  intensification  of  the 
area  to  warrant  such  an"up-zoning' „   Additionally,  the  zoning 
pattern  that  resulted  from  an  application  filed  by  a  neighbor- 
hood association  in  1973,  and  which  has  been  used  as  the  basic 
determinant  of  zoning  districts  nov;  proposed,  reflects  quite 
accurately  the  predominant  existing  land  useSo 

Following  are  a  list  of  the  staff  recommendations  for 
changes  in  this  area  on  Sheet  5: 


to  a  higher  density  district 
lo     Lone  Mto  College 

2o    Parker  Avenue,  west  side,  between 
Anza  and  Lone  Mto  Terrace 

3'    University  of  San  Francisco 

4o    Fulton  Street,  northwest  corner 
at  Parker 

5o     Balboa  Street,  north  corners  at 
Second  Avenue 

6o     Balboa  Street,  south  corners  at 
Second  Avenue 


RE-1  to  EE-2 

EH-1  to  RH-2    (12  lots) 


RH-1  to  EH-2 
EH-1  to  EH-2 


(2  lots) 
(1  lot) 


EH-2  to  EM-2      (7  lots) 


EH-2  to  EM-2      (7  lots) 


7o    Anza  Street,  south  side,  between 
Second  Avenue  and  Arguello 


EH-2  to  EM-2      (2  lots) 


^7 


8o     Sto  Anne's  Home,  Lake  Street  and 
east  side  of  Fifth.  Avenue 

9=    Lake  Street,  south,  side,  "between 
Second  and  Sixth.  Avenues 

10.    Lake  Street,  north  side,  between 
Third  and  Fourth.  Avenues 

llo    Lake  Street,  south  side,  corners  of 
Sixth  Avenue 

12 <.    Lake  Street,  south  side,  "between 
Seventh  and  Ninth  Avenues 

15»    Lake  Street,  south,  corner  at  Ninth 
Avenue 

1^,     Lake  Street,  south  corner  at  Tenth 
Avenue 

15o    Bal"boa  Street,  "both  sides,  "between 
Seventh  and  Ninth  Avenues 

16 o     Ca"brillo  Street,  north  side,  between 
aind  fronting  on  both  Eleventh  and 
Twelfth  Avenues 

17 o    California  Street,  south  side,  at 
Argue llo 

I80    Sixteenth  Avenue,  east  side,  between 
Anza  and  Geary 


EH-1  to  RH-2    (18  lots) 


EH-2  to  m-1     (17  lots) 


EH-2  to  m-l      (4  lots) 


EH-2  to  im-2      (2  lots) 


EH-2  to  EM-1     (10  lots) 


EH-2  to  EM-1      (1  lot) 


EH-2  to  EM-1      (1  lot) 


EH-2  to  EM-1     (15  lots) 


EH-1  to  EH-2      (8  lots) 


C-2  to  EM-2        (1  lot) 


EH-2  to  C-2        (1  lot) 


to  a  lower  density  district 

lo     Stanyan  Street,  east  side,  between 
Fulton  and  McAllister 

2o     California  Street,  south  side, 

between  Second  and  Fourth  Avenues 

5o    Masonic  Avenue,  northwest  corner 
Anza 

4=     Clement  Street,  south  side,  between 
Sixteenth  and  Eighteenth  Avenues 


(total  107  lots) 

EH-5  to  EH-2  (3  lots) 

EC-2  to  EM-1  (5  lots) 

C-2  to  EH-3  (1  lot) 

C-1  to  EH-3  (14  lots) 


Second  Avenue,  east  side,  "between 
Geary  and  Clement 


m-1  to  RH-2      (5  lots) 


Ctotal  26  lots; 

to  a  residential  district  with  same  density 

1,    California  Street,  north  side  at  C-2  to  RM-l        (2  lots) 
Arguello 

2c    Balboa  Street,  north  side,  between  RC-1  to  EM-1      (4  lots) 
Seventh  and  Eighth  Avenues 


(total  6  lots) 

to  commercial  district  with  same  density 

lo    Clement  .Street ,  north  side,  betvjeen       RC-1  to  C-2        (5  lots) 
Funston  and  Twelfth  Avenues 

2.    Balboa  Street,  between  Sixth  and  RC-1  to  C-1      (11  lots) 
Seventh  Avenues 

5o     Balboa  Street,  southwest  corner  at  RC-1  to  C-1        (1  lot) 
Seventh  Avenue 

^,    Clement  Street,  east  corners  at  RC-1  to  C-1        (3  lots) 
Nineteenth  Avenue 


Ctotal  20  lots) 


PACIFIC  HEIGHTS 


More  requests  for  changes  in  proposed  zoning  were  received 
for  this  portion  of  the  city  than  any  othero     The  Pacific  Heights 
Association,  together  with  Cow  Hollow  Improvement  Association, 
Golden  Gate  Valley  Neighborhood  Association,  the  Union  Street 
Association,  the  Sacramento  Street  Association  and  several  groups 
of  property  owners  in  other  nearby  neighborhoods,  made  major 
presentations  to  the  Commission  requesting  substantial  changes  to 
the  proposed  maps  at  the  hearing  of  February  7?  1978 »     The  thrust 
of  their  requests  was  the  rezoning  of  all  the  residential  areas 
of  Pacific  Heights  and  surrounding  neighborhoods  to  RH-2,  except 
for  those  areas  presently  zoned  for  one-family  or  commercial 
development o     But  in  addition  there  were  many  requests  received 
from  individual  property  owners,  generally  to  increase  the 
permitted  density  of  specific  lots  or  to  extend  the  boundaries  of 
existing  commercial  districts 

The  Council  of  District  .  .Merchants ,  together  with  other 
merchant  groups,  testified  at  this  hearing  in  opposition  to  any 
change  in  the  existing  zoning  of  C-1  and  C-2  areas  pending  the 
adoption  of  the  Commerce  and  Industry  element  of  the  Comprehensive 
Plan;  they  were  in  general  support  of  the  Residential  Zoning 
Study  and  the  Proposed  Residential  Zoning  MapSo 

In  analyzing  the  requests  for  changes  on  the  Proposed  Maps 
for  this  area,  as  in  other  parts  of  the  6ity,  the  staff  has 
tried  to  further  refine  the  zoning  so  as  to  protect  the  existing 
character  of  the  area  while  at  the  same  time  allow  for  reasonable 
rebuilding  and  new  construction o    While  the  zoning  of  improved 
property  does  not  have  an  iimnediate  effect,  the  zoning  of  vacant 
land  where  there  is  pressure  to  build  does  have  an  immediate  and 
apparent  effect.     In  the  case  of  the  zoning  of  property  occupied 
by  institutions,  e ogo,  schools ,  hospitals  and  churches,  the  density 
restrictions  would  come  into  effect  if  the  institutional  use  v;ere 
abandoned  and  residential  development  of  the  property  is  consideredo 
In  the  Pacific  Heights  area  the  presence  of  both  some  vacant  land  and 
many  institutions,  and  the  continuous  pressure  to  convert  large 
houses  into  multi-family  buildings,  make     zoning  critical  in 
maintaining  a  balance  and  harmony  in  land  use  patterns = 

As  with  other  areas  of  the  city  built  up  before  the  turn  of 
the  century  primarily  with  one  and  two-family  houses.  Pacific 
Heights  contains  many  large  dwellings  and  mansions  that  over  the 
years  have  been  converted  to  multi-family  use.     While  many  of  its 
streets  may  be  of  house  character  as  to  bud  ]. ding  type,  they  are 
also  often  of  high  density,  with  three,  four  and  five  or  more 
units  in  buildings  originally  built  as  one  or  two-family  house So 
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While  appreciating  the  need  to  protect  the  existing  house  character 
of  these  areas  the  staff  considers  EH-2  zoning  inappropriate  and 
overly  restrictive  for  many  of  these  areas o     The  new  RH-:3  district 
was  developed  particularly  to  meet  the  needs  of  these  higher  density 
house  character  neighhorhoods ,  and  the  staff  recommends  retaining 
the  EH-5  zoning  in  many  parts  of  Pacific  Heights = 

On  the  other  hand,  the  staff  recommends  that  the  zoning  of 
Clay  Street  between  Broderick  and  Divisadero  Streets  be  changed 
to  RH-2  because  an  overwhelming  number  of  property  owners  here 
have  requested  that  their  property  be  zoned  RH-2  and  because 
most  of  these  properties  are  one  or  tv;o-family  houses » 

These  changes  serve  to  bring  the  zoning  of  the  area  into 
conformity  with  the  existing  land  use ,  both  as  to  character  of 
building  type  and  density o     Pacific  Heights,  with  proximity  to 
Downtown,  is  among  the  five  outstanding  and  unique  areas  of  the 
city  described  in  the  Urban  Design  element  of  the  Comprehensive 
Plan,  with  outstanding  Bay  views  down  streets  and  across  land- 
scaped grounds  of  spacious  and  distinguished  residences,  many 
excellent  examples  of  the  Victorian  period o    The  staff  has  sought 
to  modify  the  proposed  zoning  to  provide  a  safe-guard  for  the 
preservation  of  fine  buildings  in  this  neighborhood  while  allowing 
a  reasonable  density  standard  for  new  development  and  renovation, 
and  thereby  afford  appropriate  new  housing  opportunities. 

The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes  on  Sheets  2  and 
3  of  the  Proposed  Maps  for  this  area: 

to  higher  density  district 

1.    Franklin  Street,  west  side,  between       EM-2  to  BM-3      (7  lots) 
Filbert  and  Union 

2o     Broadway,  north  side,  east  of  Octavia    RH-2  to  RM-2      (1  lot) 

3o     Bush  Street,  north  side,  east  of  RH-2  to  C-2        (1  lot) 

Divisadero 

Bush  Street,  north  side,  between  RH-2  to  RH-3    (15  lots) 

Pierce  and  Scott 

5o    Turk  Street,  south  side,  between  RH-2  to  RH-3     (32  lots) 

Lyon  and  Baker 


(total  56  lots) 
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to  a  district  restrictinp;  commercial  development  to 
g;round  level  with,  no  change  to  permitted  density 

lo    Washington  Street,  both  sides,  east  C-1  to  RC-1        (7  lots) 
of  Broderick 

to  a  lower  density  district 

1,    Lombard  Street,  south  side,  between  C-2  to  IiH-2      (10  lots) 
Broderick  and  Baker 

2c     Greenwich  Street  between  Scott  EH~$  to  EH-2    (5-4-  lots) 
and  Divisadero 

3o    Greenwich  Stre^et,  southeast  corner  EM-2  to  EH-2      (l  lot) 
Buchanan 

4c    Block  with  frontages  on  Greenwich,  EH-5  to  EH-2    (55  lots) 
Steiner,  Filbert  and  Pixley  Streets 

5c     Filbert  Street,  south  side,  between  EM-2  to  EH-2      (5  lots) 
Buchanan  and  Webster 

^.    Filbert  .Street ,  soui;;h  side,  between  EH-3  to  EH-2    (23  lots) 
Octavia  and  Laguna 

7c     Filbert  Street,  south  side,  between  EM-2  to  EH-3    (12  lots) 
Franklin  and  Gough 

8c     Green  Street,  north  side,  between  EM-5  to  EM-2      (8  lots) 
Van  Ness  and  Franklin 

9..     Broadway,  north  side,  between  EM-1  to  EH-2      (2  lots) 
Webster  and  Fillmore  (site  of 
Convent  of  tne  Sacred  Heart  School) 

10 o     Broadway,  northeast  corner  Buchanan  EM-2  to  EM-1      (3  lots) 

11c    Webster  Street,  west  side,  between  EM-1  to  EH-2      (2  lots) 
Broadway  and  Pacific 

12c     Pacific  Avenue,  north  side,  between  EM-1  to  EH-2      (2  lots) 
Webster  and  Fillmore 

13 o     Pacific  Avenue,  south  side,  between  EM-1  to  EH-2      (5  lots) 
Webster  and  Fillmore 

14c    Webster  Street,  southwest  corner  EM-1  to  EH-2      (2  lots) 
Pacific 


15o    Webster  Street,  east  side,  between 
Pacific  and  Jackson 

16o    Broderick  Street,  east  side, 
between  Pacific  and  Jackson 

17 o     Jackson  Street,  north  side,  between 
Scott  and  Divisadero 

I80    Fillmore  Street,  west  side,  between 
Pacific  and  Jackson  (site  of  Calvary- 
Presbyterian  Clmrch) 

19»     Buchanan  Street,  southwest  corner 
Jackson 

20 o     Divisadero  Street,  northeast  corner 
Sacramento 

21 o     Sacramento  Street,  south  side,  west 
of  Scott 

22 o     California  Street,  south  side, 
between  Pierce  and  Scott 

2J>o     California  Street,  northeast  corner 
Buchanan 

24.    Bush  Street,  north  side,  between 
Octavia  and  Laguna 

25o     Gough  Street,  northwest  corner 
Bush 


EM-1  to  EH-2      (5  lots) 


EM-1  to  EH-1(D)(1  lot) 


RM-1  to  EH-2      (2  lots) 


EM-1  to  EH-2      (4  lots) 


EM-1  to  EH-2      (4  lots) 


EH-3  to  EH-2      (5  lots) 


EM-2  to  EH-2      (5  lots) 


EM-2  to  EM-1     (12  lots) 


EM-2  to  EM-1      (2  lots) 


EM-1  to  EH-2    (10  lots) 


EM-$  to  EH-$      (5  lots) 


25o    Pine  Street,  south  side,  between 
Pranklin  and  Gough 

27-.    Bush  Street,  north  side,  between 
Franklin  and  Gough 

280     Turk  Street,  north  side,  between 
Central  and  Nido 


EM-5  to  EH-5    (14  lots) 


EM-3  to  EH-5      (8  lots) 


EM-1  to  EH-2     (19  lots) 


(total  256  lots) 

These  changes  recoimuended  by  the  staff  total  256  lots  to 
districts  permitting  less  density  and  ^6  lots  to  districts 
permitting  more  density o 
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The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes  on  Sheet  5  of  the 

Proposed  Maps  for  the  Presidio  Heights  area  which  was  included  in 
the  ^'acific  Heights  Association  presentation  to  the  Commission: 

to  a  lower  density  district 

lo     Lyon  Street,  west  side  between  RH-1  to  RH-2     (23  lots) 
Jackson  and  Washington 

2o    Lyon  Street,  west  side  "between  PM-l  to  EH-2      (6  lots) 
Clay  and  Sacramento 

5o     Lyon  Street,  west  side  between  EH-$  to  RH-2      (7  lots) 
Sacramento  and  California 

4o    Lyon  Street,  west  side  between  EH-3  to  EH-2    (11  lots) 
California  and  Pine 

5o     Clay  Street,  north  side  between  RM-1  to  EH-2     (20  lots) 
Lyon  and  Presidio 

6o    Bush  Street,  north  side  between  RH-3  to  EH-2      (3  lots) 
Lyon  and  Presidio 

7=     Spruce  Street,  west  side  between  C-2  to  EH-3        (l  lot) 
Sacramento  and  Clay 

8o     Sacramento  Street,  south  side  between  C-2  to  EH-3        (1  lot) 
Spruce  and  Maple 

9o    Laurel  Street,  east  side  between  C-2  to  EH-2        (2  lots) 
Sacramento  and  Clay 

10 o  Sacramento  Street,  north  side  between  C-2  to  EH-2        (2  lots) 
Presidio  and  Lyon 

llo  Fire-man's  Fund,  surrounded  by  C-2  to  EM-1        (1  lot) 
California,  Presidio,  Euclid,  Masonic 
and  Laurel 


(total  77  lots) 


These  changes  recommended  by  the  staff  total  77  lots  to 
districts  permitting  less  densityo 
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RUSSL/y^^"  HILL 


This  area  is  -described  in  the  Urban  Design  element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  as  an  outstanding  and  "unique  area  for  its 
harmonious  balance  of  low,  small-scale  older  residential  build- 
ings and  tall  towers =     Many  of  the  properties  front  on  narrow 
alleys  and  steep  winding  streets  heavily  congested  at  times  with 
parked  carSo    The  Eussian  Hill  Improvement  Association,  other 
neighborhood  groups  and  individuals  testified  generally  in  favor 
of  changing  the  zoning  to  districts  that  would  allov;  less  density 
in  new  and  renovated  buildings  in  the  future =    Additional  apart- 
ment houses  are  considered  to  be  a  threat  to  the  existing  balance 
of  houses  and  multi-family  buildings. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  EH-3  district  along  the  west  side 
of  Leavenworth  Street  where  it  intersects  with  Union  and  Filbert 
Streets  be  extended  to  the  north  to  include  those  properties 
fronting  on  Greenwich  and  Lombard  Streets  to  the  west  of  Leaven- 
worth Street,  and  that  the  Eiyi-2  district  between  Leavenworth, 
Jones,  Green  and  Greenwich  Streets  be  changed  to  EM-lo  In 
addition,  the  staff  recommends  that  the  EH-1  district  made  up  of 
properties  fronting  on  Francisco  Street  and  along  the  north  side 
of  Chestnut  between  Leavenworth  and  Hyde  Streets  be  changed  to 
RH-l(D)  so  as  to  preserve  the  special  large -lot  one -family  detached 
house  development  existing  there o     These  changes  will  serve  to 
protect  the  special  character  of  this  neighborhood  while  still 
providing  reasonable  density  standards  for  future  development =  The 
tall  towers  have  become  noncomp lying  structures  since  the  adoption 
of  the  height  and  bulk  controls  and  cannot  be  duplicated o 

Following  are  the  specific  changes  recommended  on  Russian 
Hill  as  shown  on  Sheets  1  and  2  of  the  Proposed  Maps: 

to  a  lower  density  district 

1,     Francisco  Street,  north  side  with  RH-$  to  RH-2    (18  lots) 

frontage  on  both  Leavenworth  and  Jones 

2o    Leavenworth  Street,  east  side  RM-2  to  RM-1     (56  lots) 

between  Greenvjida and  Union;  and 
Filbert  Street,  north  and  south 
sides  between  Leavenworth  and  Jones 

5o     Bay  Street,  south  side  between  RM-1  to  RH-5     (11  lots) 

Columbus  and  Leavenworth 

(total  65  lots) 

These  changes  recommended  by  the  staff  total  65  lots  to 
districts  permitting  less  density. 
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RUSSIAN  HILL  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATtOiSS 

Property  covered  by  neighborhood  group  request  where  staff 
luiifi^  recommends  change  in  proposed  zoning  -  May  18,1976 


NOB  HILL 


Nob  Hill  was  the  subject  of  a  reclassification  hearing  before 
the  Cominission  a  year  ago  brought  up  by  the  Nob  Hill  Neighbors 
who  sought  the  adoption  of  40-foot  heigiit  controls  for  this  area. 
The  Commission  disapproved  their  request  at  that  time;  however, 
the  standards  of  the  Proposed  Text  do  require  that  residential 
buildings  more  than  40  feet  in  height  be  allowed  only  as  condi« 
tional  uses  even  where  otherwise  permitted  by  height  and  bulk 
controls  of  the  City  Planning  Code,    ^he  new  high  density  EM 
districts  proposed  for  Nob  Hill  provide  concerned  residents  a 
forum  in  the  event  high-rise  buildings  are  proposed  for  the  area. 
The  Nob  Hill  Neighbors  repeated  their  request  for  lower  height 
controls  during  the  hearing  at  Galileo  High  School  on  February  14, 
1978.    Other  requests  came  from  individuals  asking  for  a  return 
to  highest  density  zoning  to  allow  development  of  major  new 

residential  buildings  with  ground  level  commercial  space.  One 
early  request  received  by  the  Commission  in  1976  aad  repeated 
recently  was  for  a  change  for  the  area  bounded  by  Sutter,  Taylor, 
Eddy  and  Larkin  Streets  to  the  south  of  Nob  Hill  from  R-5-C  and 
Proposed  RC-4  to  C-3»  the  zoning  district  applicable  to  the  area 
between  I960  and  1968. 

This  neighborhood  is  among  the  most  densely  developed  areas 
of  the  City  and  is  predominantly  a  mixture  of  small  and  large 
apartment  buildings,  and  two  and  three-family  flats.    The  staff 
recommends  that  Sheet  1  of  the  Proposed  Maps  not  be  changed  for 
Nob  Hill  except  for  the  RC-4  zoning  along  Pine  Street  between 
Leavenworth  and  Grant  Streets.      he  area  is  developed  with  small 
apartment  houses  without  ground  level  commercial  space;  the  staff 
recommends  that  the  residential  character  of  this  area  be  protected 
by  changing  the  zoning  to  RM-4.    This  would  not  modify  the  high 
density  permitted  for  new  residential  biiildings. 


CHINATOWN 


Chinatown  presents  one  of  the  most  difficult  zoning  probienis 
of  all  the  residential  areas  of  the  City,  because  it  suffers  the 
greatest  lack  of  adequate  housing  for  the  highest  density  of 
population.    High  density  residential,  ground  level  commercial 
and  light  industrial  uses  exist  throughout  the  area,  sometimes 
sharing  the  same  building.    The  Garment  Shop  Special  Use  District 
allows  small  sewing  machine  shops  in  the  commercially  zoned  part 
of  the  neighborhood,  which  is  zoned  predominantly  C-2  and  C™5~G* 
The  density  permitted  for  housing  in  most  of  Chinatown  is  one 
unit  for  each  200  square  feet  of  lot  area,  the  highest  possible 
under  the  proposed  controls. 

While  problems  of  congestion  and  adverse  impaction  of  uses, 
cars  and  population  would  appear  to  be  ameliorated,  or  at  least 
maintained  at  present  levels,  by  substantially  lo¥?ered  zoning 
density  standards,  this  is  not  supported  as  a  remedy  by  many 
property  owners  or  residents  of  the  area.    Far  more  direct  solu- 
tions involving  specific  public  and  private  services  on  a  massive 
scale  for  the  serious  problems  of  the  area  are  needed. 

Finding  appropriate  sites  and  supporting  development  propo- 
sals that  will  expand  the  stock  of  needed  low  and  moderate-income 
and  elderly  housing  shall  remain  a  high  priority  for  the  Department. 
While  the  present  zoning  controls  allow  for  high  density  residen- 
tial buildings,  they  also  allow  commercial  and  industrial  uses  in 
much  of  the  area  which  may  discourage  new  housing  ajid  permits  the 
conversion  of  housing  to  non-residential  uses.    It  is  foreseeable 
that  the  community  and  the  Department  will  seek  new  controls  in 
the  future  especially  adapted  to  the  vn.±que  needs  of  this  neighbor- 
hood, as  was  done  in  1968  with  the  adoption  of  the  garment  shop 
district . 

The  staff  does  not  recommend  any  changes  in  the  zoning  of 
Chinatown  at  this  time. 


CO 


SOUTH  OF  MAOTST 


This  area,  zoned  0-5-S  and  M-1,  contains  several  small  groups 
or  pockets  of  non-conforming  residential  "buildings,  some  of  which 
were  included  in  a  few  RH  and  EM  districts  on  the  earlier  Proposed 
Maps.    During  the  public  hearings  the  only  testimony  on  this  area 
was  concerned  with  the  proposed  SM  zoning  of  26  of  the  properties 
fronting  on  South  Park,  which  would  have  caused  a  number  of  non- 
residential uses  to  become  nonconforming  uses  with  termination 
dates.    RC  zoning,  on  the  other  hand,  would  mitigate  this  effect 
by  permitting  commercial  uses  at  ground  level  and  more  closely 
approximate  existing  development  in  South  Park  without  modifying 
the  density  standard,  and  removing  any  termination  requirement  for 
for  uses  that  would  become  nonconforming  as  a  result  of  the 
reclassification. 

A  neighborhood  plan  for  the  South  of  Market  area  is  being 
prepared  by  the  staff  and  will  soon  be  scheduled  for  publication. 
Any  substantial  changes  in  the  proposed  zoning  of  this  area  could 
most  properly  be  considered  after  the  planning  process  has 
developed  relevant  policies  and  objectives  upon  which  new  zoning 
would  be  based. 

The  staff  recommends  that  the  26  properties  fronting  on  South 
Park  shown  as  RM-2  on  the  earlier  maps  be  changed  to  RC-2  and  that 
the  Proposed  Maps  not  otherwise  be  changed  for  this  area. 


HAIGHT-ASHBURY 


The  Haight— Ashbuiy  Neighborhood  Council  made  a  presentation 
to  the  Commission  on  the  Proposed  Maps  and  Text  on  February  7? 
19780    The  thrust  of  their  presentation  was  a  request  that  the 
zoning  of  the  area  be  changed  to  districts  which  discourage  lot 
mergers  and  allow  fewer  units  than  the  existing  zoning,  in  order 
to  offset  the  existing  density  and  congestion  in  the  area  which  is 
completely  developed  and  forms  a  heavily  travelled  corridor 
between  the  Downtown  area  and  the  Sunset  District =     The  Council 
generally  opposes  some  EM  districts  and  favors  EH-2  or  EH-3  as  the 
most  desirable  zoning  for  most  of  the  areac     It  specifically 
opposes  spot  zones  of  EM  at  comers  which  they  see  as  creating 
targets  for  inappropriate  new  apartment  house  constructiono  A 
few  requests  from  individual  property  owners  for  changes  for  single 
lots  to  higher  density  districts  were  received  alsoo 

The  Buena  Vista  Neighbors  submitted  a  request  for  a  change  in 
the  Proposed  Zoning  of  the  properties  fronting  along  Buena  Vista 
West  across  the  street  from  Buena  Vista  Park,     On  the  Proposed  Map 
this  has  been  zoned  EH-3  while  the  group  requests  that  it  be  zoned 
EH-2o    The  staff  has  not  recommended  any  change  in  the  zoning; 
the  Victorian  house  character  of  the  area  is  adequately  protected 
in  the  opinion  of  the  staff  if  it  is  zoned  EH-3o    EH-2  would  be 
overly  restrictive  for  this  area,  where  all  the  properties  face 
across  the  street  to  Buena  Vista  Park  which  provides  curb  parking 
and  open  space  to  residents  of  the  immediate  neighborhoodo' 

The  staff  has  reanalyzed  the  Proposed  Maps  in  light  of  the 
above  requests  and  comments  and  this  has  resulted  in  several 
recommended  changes,  generally  for  zoning  that  more  closely  reflects 
prevailing  land  useo.    The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes 
in  the  Proposed  Maps  for  this  area: 


to  g  hiy^her  density  district 

lo    Lincoln  Way  and  Stanyan  northwest  C-1  to  C-2         (5  lots) 
corner 

2o     Stanyan  east  side  between  Frederick  BC-1  to  RC-2      (8  lots) 
and  Waller 

5o     Stanyan  east  side  between  Page  EC-1  to  EC-2'      (4  lots) 
and  Oak 

4o     Stanyan  east  side  between  Page  EC-1  to  EM-2      (2  lots) 
and  Haight 

5-     Hayes  and  Shrader  southwest  EH-5  to  EM-2      (1  lot) 
comer 


Go     Oak,soutliside  between  Aslibury  RH-5  to  EM-1      (9  lots) 
and  Masonic 

7„    Masonic, westside  between  Page  EH-3  to  EM-1      (5  lots) 
and  Haight 


(Total      50  lots) 


to  a  lower  density  district 


1,     Stanyan  and  Hayes  south  east  EM-5  to  HI-5        (6  lots) 

corner 

2o    Fell,nortliside  "between  Shrader  EM-5  to  m-1        (15  lots) 

westside  and  Cole  westside 

(Total        21  lots.) 


to  a  mixed  use  same  density  district 

Frederick  and  Stanyan,  both  C-1  to  KJ-l  (4  lots) 

corners  on  east  side  of  Stanyan 

-O  commercial  district  same  density 


lo     Stanyan,  between  Page  and  Haight  RC-l  to  C-2        (1  lot) 

east  side 

These  changes  recommended  by  the  staff  total  21  lots . to .districts 
Dermittinp-  lower  densities  and  $0  lots  to  districts  permitting 

higher  densities » 


FULTON 


GROVE 


HAYES 


FELL 


OAK 


PAGE 


HAI6HT 


HAIGHT  ASHBURY  NEIGHBORHOOD  COUNCIL 

lAi-I-I-iJ  Property  covered  by  neighborhood  group  request  where  staff 
recommer^ds  change  in  proposed  zoning  ■  May  18,  1976 


6/ 


\ 


DUBOCE  TRIANGLE 


The  Duboce  Triangle  Association  submitted  a  specific  zoning 
map  designating  districts  that  would  allow  less  density  in  the 
future  for  both  residential  and  commercial  development  than 
allowed  on  the  Proposed  MapSo     The  staff  is  recommending  a  reduc- 
tion from  RH-5  tp  RH-2  for  a  portion  of  this  area  which  is 
presently  developed  with  one  and  two-family  dwellings »  However, 
the  recommendation  does  not  affect  most  of  the  area  which  should 
remain  in  an  RH-3  district o     Ths  prevailing  character  of  the 
area  is  of  houses  and  many  of  the  buildings  have  been  converted 
over  the  years  from  one  and  two-family  to  multi-family  usee  The 
RH-5  designation  will  tend  to  discourage  the  demolition  of  the  fine 
Victorian  buildings  in  this  area,  and  at  the  same  time  will  allow 
for  development .of  5--amily  houses  on  large  vacant  lotso 

The  Association's  request  to  change  the  zoning  of  the  north 
line  of  Market  Street  from  C-2  to  RC-1  and  RC-2  has  not  been 
mapped  by  the  staff  at  this  time.     This  proposal  for  using  RC-1 
as  a  buffer  between  RC-2  or  higher  residential-commercial  density 
and  adjacent  residential  districts  is  a  new  concept  which  has  not 
been  implemented  yet  in  any  area  of  the  cityc     It  presents  an 
issue  that  may  be  addressed  by  the  commercial  zoning  study  that  will 
follow  the  adoption  of  the  Commerce  and  Industry  element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Piano 

The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes  on  Sheet  7  of 
the  Proposed  Maps: 

to  a  lower  density  district 

lo    Pifteenth  Street,  southside  between  m^3-  to  RH-2      (18  lots) 
Castro  and  Noe 

2o    Fifteenth  Street,  southside  between  RH-5  to  RH-2      (11  lots) 
Noe  and  Market 

5o    Fifteenth  Street,  northside  between  RH-3  to  RH-2      (14  lots) 
Noe  and  Market 

4o    Walter  Street,  east  side  between  RH-3  to  RH-2      (7  lots) 
Duboce  and  Fourteenth  Streets » 

3o     Sanchez  Street,  eastside  between  RM-2  to  RH-3      (14  lots) 

Duboce  and  Fourteenth 


(Total  64  lots) 


^5" 


DUBOCE 


RESERVOIR 


14  th 


HENRY 


15  th 


BEAVER 


16  th 


DUBOCE  TRIANGLE  NEIGHBORHOOD  ASSOCIATION 

^TTT!\  Property  covered  by  neighborhood  group  request  where  staff 
recommends  change  in  proposed  zoning  •  May  18, 1978 


OCEAN  BEACH 


The  Sunset-Ocean  Beach  Committee  and  owners  and  residents 
in  the  Outer  Sunset  area  requested  a  substantial  change  in  zoning 
to  allow  only  one-family  development  in  the  future o  The 
Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  a  reclassification 
in  this  area  in  1975  which  had  the  effect  of  reducing  the  density 
of  much  of  this  area  while  still  allowing  small  apartment  house 
development  along  the  Great  Highway  south  to  within  a  few  parcels 
of  Lawton  Street,     The  staff  recommends  that  only  that  portion  of 
the  area  that  is  predominately  developed  with  one)  two  and  three- 
family  houses  be  changed  to  RH-3°     This  will  serve  to  protect 
the  house  character  of  the  frontage  along,  the  east  side  of  La 
Playa  between  Irving  and  Judah  Streets »     The  proposed  EH-2  zoning 
for  the  property  facing  the  ocean  along  the  Great  Highway  and 
along  the  west  side  of  48th  Avenue  between  Pacheco  and  Santiago 
Streets  will  serve  to  protect  the  low  density  house  character 
of  the  area  and  yet  allow  reasonable  development  and  rebuilding 
in  the  future » 

The  Sunset  District  is  zoned  for  one-family  use  except  for 
a  few  commercial  strips  and  some  RH-2  districts  within  a  few 
blocks  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  EH-2  and  EM-l  districts  along 
the  Great  Highway  and  48th  Avenue,     In  order  to  provide  an  adequate 
variety  of  dwelling-unit,  types  to  meet  the  needs  of  households 
of  all  sizes  these  fev/  districts  allowing  more  than  one-family 
houses  are  necessary  and  appropriate,  especially  near  the  exten- 
sive open  space  provided  by  Ocean  Beach, 

The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes  on  Sheet  5  of 
the  Proposed  Maps: 


to  a  higher  density  district 


Ic  La  Playa,  east  side  between  Irving 
and  Judah 


EH-2  to  EH-3 


(19  lots) 


2,  Forty-Eighth  Avenue,  east  side 
between  Noriega  and  Ortega 


EH-1  to  EH-2 


(2  lots) 


(Total 


21  lots) 


C7 


o 


3AV 


SUNSET 


This  district  has  traditionally  been  more  homogeneously- 
zoned  for  one-family  use  than  any  other  in  the  cityo    Much  of  the 
testimony  from  property  owners  was  not  concerned  with  requests  for 
specific  changes  in  the  Proposed  Maps  but  rather  with  the  impact 
of  the  Proposed  Maps  and  Text  on  assessments  and  property  taxes 
and  the  long-range  effects  of  present  zoning  practices  on  the  cityo 

Based  on  Mapping  Criterion  H  the  staff  recommends  changing 
on  Sheet  5  to  RH-2  the  four  areas  of  the  Sunset  v;hich  are  zoned 
R-2  on  the  existing  maps  and  EH-1  on  the  Proposed  MapSo  The 
properties  this  effected  are: 

Interior  lots  bounded  by  Lincoln  Way,  Judah  Street, 
55rd  and  J^th  Avenues 

Interior  lots  bounded  by  Judah  and  Irving  Streets 
and  19th  and  27th  Avenues 

Lots  fronting  on  Kirkham  Street  between  21st  and 
28th  Avenues 

Lots  fronting  on  the  west  side  of  20th  Avenue  from 
Irving  to  Moraga  Street, 

In  addition,  in  response  to  a  request  by  the  Forest  Hill 
Association,  the  16  lots  zoned  R-l-D  on  Sheet  6  of  the  existing 
map,  between  San  Marcos  and  Castenada  Streets  east  of  Herbert 
Hoover  Junior  High  School, are  recommended  to  be  changed  from 
RH-1  to  EH-l(D)o 

Both  gas  station  sites  at  19th  Avenue  and  Lincoln  Way  which 
form  a  gateway  and  major  entrance  to  Golden  Gate  Park  are  recom- 
mended to  be  changed  from  C-1  to  EM-2  on  the  Proposed  Maps,  which 
would  continue  the  nonconforming  use  status  of  these  properties; 
these  two  now  operate  as  conditional  uses  and  could  be  continued 
by  Commission  action.     The  staff  does  not  recommend  any  basic 
change  in  the  zoning  of  19th  Avenue  along  which  are  a  number  of 
nonconforming  commercial  uses,  mainly  gas  stations.    The  Proposed 
Text  of  the  Code  would  allow  those  nonconforming  uses  to  continue 
which  are  neighborhood  serving,  non-automotive,  and  operated  in 
conformity  with  the  criteria  set  out  in  Proposed  Section  186  of 
the  Code,    Nonconforming  gas  stations  would  retain  their  termina- 
tion dates  at  this  time.     The  staff  will  make  a  presentation  to  the 
Commission  on  this  issue  within  the  next  several  months. 
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It  should  be  noted  that  no  requests  have  been  received  by  the 
Commission  for  introduction  of  the  EH-l(S)  district  in  the 
Sunset,  even  though  the  area  is  known  to  contain  numerous  illegal 
mother-in-law  units  that  could  be  made  legal  with  this  zoningo 

The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes  on  Sheets  5  Sind 
13  of  the  Proposed  Maps: 

changes  to  a  higher  density 

lo     Santiago  Street,  north  side  between        RE-1  to  EH-2      (9  lots) 
Twenty-first  and  Twenty-second 
Avenue  s 

2o     Thirty-fifth  Avenue,  west  side  to  EH-1  to  EH-2  (266  lots) 

Thirty-third  Avenue ,  east  side  between 
Lincoln  and  Judah 

5.     Irving  Street,  south  side  between 
Tv/enty- seventh  and  Thirtieth 
Avenues  with  frontage  on  Twenty- 
eighth,  Twenty-ninth  and  Thirtieth 
Avenues 

4o     Lincoln  Way  and  Twenty-sixth  Avenue 
south  west  comer 

5o     Twenty-sixth  Avenue,  east  side  to 
Tv/enty-f  ourth  Avenue ,  east  side 
between  Lincoln  and  Irving 

60     Twenty-seventh  Avenue,  west  side  to 

Twenty-sixth  Avenue ,  east  side  between 
Irving  and  Judah 

7o     Twenty-fourth  ^venue,  west  side  to         RH-1  to  RH-2  (149  lots) 
Twentieth  Avenue,  east  side 
between  Irving  and  Judah 

80     Twentieth  Avenue,  east  side  between  EH-1  to  RH-3  lots) 
Judah  and  Irving 

9.    Twenty-first  Avenue,  east  side  EH-l  to  EH-2    (16  lots) 
between  Judah  and  Kirkham 

10 o    Vicente  Street,  southwest  corner  EH-1  to  C-1        (1  lot) 

Thirty- fourth  Avenue 


EH-1  to  EH-2    (21  lots) 


EH-1  to  EH-2      (1  lot) 


EH-1  to  EH-2    (82  lots) 


EH-1  to  EH-2    (52  lots) 


lie    Kirkham  Street,  north  and  south  RE-1  to  RH-2  (I50  lots) 
sides  between  Twenty-first  and 
Twenty-eighth  Avenues 

12,     Twentieth  Avenue,  west  side  EH-1  to  EH-2     (28  lots) 
between  Kirkham  and  Moraga 

13 o    Lincoln  Way,  south  side  between  C-1  to  RM-2        (6  lots) 
Nineteenth  and  Twentieth  Avenues 

14„    Vicente  Street,  north  side  between  EH-1  to  EH-2      (5  lots) 
Twenty-first  and  Twenty- second 
Avenues 


Ctotal  788  lots) 


to  a  district  with  same  density 


1,     Thirty-second  Avenue,  west  side  RH-1  to  EH-l(D)(l8  lots) 

between  Lincoln  Way  and  Irving 

from  Public  to  residential  district 

1,     Forty-fourth  Avenue,  west  side  P  t^:-  EH-1  (1  lot) 

between  Eivera  and  Santiago 

The  changes  recommended  by  staff  total  18  lots  to  districts 
permitting  same  density  and  789  lots  to  districts  permitting  higher 
density. 


-7/ 


IITKER  SUNSET 


The  Inner  Sunset  has  been  the  subject  of  spirited  Planning 
Commission  hearings  for  more  than  20  yearso     Neighborhood  groups 
have  fought  against  encroachments  upon  residential  streets  by  the 
University  of  California  Medical  Center  and  related  facilities 
and  against  expansion  on  its  own  land  of  the  institution  itself, 
as  well  as  against  the  use  of  Lincoln  Way  as  a  main  vehicular 
thoroughfare,  and  the  addition  of  apartm.ent  houses  considered  out 
of  scale  with  the  surrounding  neighborhoodo     The  area  is  densely 
developed  with  residential  buildings  and  is  served  by  the  commercial 
district  along  Irving  Street  and  by  Golden  Gate  Parko 

The  Inner  Sunset  Action  Committee  (ISAC)  made  its  presenta- 
tion at  the  hearing  of  February  28,  1978  and  its  representatives 
generally  opposed  zoning  in  the  area  which  would  allow  additional 
apartment  houses  because  in  their  view  the  area  is  congested  and 
too  heavily  travelled  to  accomodate  any  more  residents,  especially 
transients  whom  they  consider  the  primary  occupants  of  small-apart- 
ment unit So     ISAC  encourages  zoning  which  will  maintain  family 
occupancies  in  the  neighborhood;  as  with  other  neighborhood  groups 
they  asked  for  stronger  enforcement  efforts  to  implement  the  exist- 
ing Code  and  not  for  specific  changes  in  the  Proposed  Maps  or  Texto 
The  Proposed  Maps  show  this  area  as  zoned  RH-1  and  EH-2  in  the  Re- 
sidential areas » 

The  staff  has  recommended  several  changes  in  the  zoning  for 
this  area  to  bring  the  zoning  more  into  conformity  with  the  exist- 
mixed  character  of  the  strip  along  the  south  line  of  Lincoln  Way 
which  is  developed  with  many  small  and  medium-sized  apartment 
buildings c 


The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes  on  Sheet  6  of  the 
Proposed  Maps: 

To  a  higher  density  district 

1,    Lincoln  Way  southside  between  18th  Avenue  EM-1  to  EM-2  (  7  lots) 
west  side  and  17th  Avenue  east  side 

2o    Lincoln  Way  south  side  between  15th  Avenue  EH-2  to  RM-1  (  3  lots) 
and  14th  Avenue 

3o     Lincoln  Way  south  side  betv/een  Punston  and  RE-2  to  EM-1  (50  lots) 
Tenth  Avenue  east  side 


Lincoln  Way,  south  side 
between  9th  Avenue  and  '^-th 
Avenue 


RB-2  to  RM-1 


(37  lots) 


Funston  Street,  west  side 
between  Lurline  and  Kirkham 


RH-1  to  RH-2 


(10  lots) 


Lincoln  Way,  southeast  corner 
19th  Avenue 


C-1  to  RM-2 


(  1  lot) 


(total  88  lots) 


to  a  lower  density  district 


lo     San  Marcos  Avenue,  south  side      RH-1  to  RH-l(D)  (16  lots) 
amd  Castenada  Street,  north 
side  on  the  east  side  of 
Herbert  Hoover  Jrc  High  School 


The  changes  recommended  by  the  staff  total  16  lots  to 
districts  permitting  lower  density  suad  88  lots  to  districts 
permitting  higher  densityc 


\ 


TWIN  PEAI^S 


The  area  to  the  north  of  Twin  Peaks  "bounded  on  the  east  by 
Clajrton  Street  and  on  the  west  by  Twin  Peaks  Boulevard  has  been 
the  subject  of  several  public  hearings  before  the  Commission  dur- 
ing the  past  several  months «     The  Twin  Peaks  Improvement  Associa- 
tion, the  West  of  Twin  Peaks  Association  and  the  Villa  Terrace 
Residents  a3J.  have  testified  several  times  that  this  area  is  too 
heavily  developed  and  that  the  zoning  should  be  changed  from  EM-1 
to  RH-l(D) ,  the  most  restrictive  district  possible, in  order  to 
prevent  the  construction  of  any  more  multi-family  buildings o  The 
area  is  characterized  by  steep  hillside  lots  often  fronting  on 
narrow  and  curving  streets,  with  cluster  of  one  and  two-family 
houses  and  some  groups  of  medium-density  apartment  buildings o 

The  staff  recommends  that  the  area  previously^ designated  as 
bounded  by  Market  Street  on  the  north  and  Corbett  Street  on 
the  south  be  changed  to  RH-2,  with  only  that  small  area  along 
Greystone  Terrace  already  developed  with  apartment  buildings  to 
remain  EM-lo     This  area  is  developed  with  one  and  two-family  houses 
and  the  undeveloped  lots  remaining  are  characterized  by  difficulty 
of  access  and  steep  slope So     The  properties  along  the  west  side 
of  Clayton  south  of  Carmel  are  recommended  for  change  to  EH-1,from 
the  presently  proposed  EH-5° 

The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes  on  Sheet  6  for 
this  area: 

to  lower  density  district 

lo  Clayton  west  side  and  Twin  Peaks  Blvdo  EH-3  to  EH-1     (IJ  lots) 
east  side 

2    Corbett  west  side,  Villa  Terrace  east  EM-1  to  EH-1     (32  lots) 
side 

3o  Clayton  east  side  and  Corbett  west  side  EM-l  to  EH-2     (23  lots) 

4o  Clayton  west  side  and  Greysone  east  EM-1  to  EH-2     (  8  lots) 

side 

5o  Graystone  west  side  below  Villa  Terrace    EM-l  to  EH-2     (  4  lots) 


(Total    80  lots) 


TWIN  PEAKS  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION 


Property  covered  by  neighborhood  group  request  where  staff 
recommends  change  in  proposed  zoning  -  May  18,1978 
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EUREKA  VALLEY 


The  Eureka  Valley  Promotion  Association  has  submitted  a 
request  for  changes  in  the  Proposed  Map  for  four  residential  areas 
and  the  Upper  Market  and  Castro  Street  commercial  district So  The 
Aeaociation  is  asking  for  more  restrictive  lower  density  zoning 
on  the  north  side  of  17th  Street  from  Castro  to  Diamond  Street, 
along  Corwin  Street,  along  the  west  side  of  Grandview  Avenue  at 
21st  Street,     and  on  Collingwood  Street  hill  at  21st  and  Alvarado 
Streets c     These  areas  are  zoned  EM-1  and  EM-2  on  the  Proposed  Map 
and  the  Association  requests  that  the  zoning  be  EH-2  or  EH-3  be- 
cause of  the  traffic  congestion,     lack  of  adequate  street  parking, 
and  five  hazards  caused  by  difficult  vehicular  access « 

The  staff  recommends  that  all  of  these  changes  requested, 
except  for  that  part  of  the  Collingwood  Street  request    which  has 
limited  access,  be  denied  because  the  RM  districts  proposed  for 
these  areas  reflect  the  existing  development,  and  the  EM  standards 
for  lower  floor  development,  rear  yards  and  open  space  are  restric- 
tive enough  to  protect  the  area  from  inappropriate  projects  while 
allowing  reasonable  new  development  on  the  few  vacant  lots  remaining. 

The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes  on  Sheet  7  of 
the  proposed  maps: 

to  higher  density  district 

lo  High  Street  east  side  between  25th  Street    EH-2  to  EH-3  (  7  lots) 
and  Clipper  Terrace 

2o  Eureka  Street,  west  side,  Yukon  Street,        EH-1  to  BH-2  (184  lots 
east  side,  north  of  20th  Street  and 
Caselli  Street,  south  side 

$.  South  east  corner  of  Diamond  and  22nd  EH-2  to  EH-$  (     3  lots 

Street 


(.Total  194  Lots) 


to  lower  density  district 


lo  14th  Street,  north  west  corner  Dolores  EM-2  to  C-2  (  1  lot) 
2o  Twenty  Second  at    Collingwood,  both  sides    EM-1  to  EH-3  (  8  lots 


3o  Twenty  Seventh  Street,  south  side  between    EM-1  to  EH-5  (12  lots) 
Noe  and  Castro 

(Total    21  lots 


These  changes  recommended  by  the  staff  total  12  lots  to 
districts  permitting  lower  density  and  19^  lots  to  districts  per- 
mitting higher  densityo 
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EUREKA  VALLEY  PROMOTION  ASSOCIATION 

r.:.:'.:.;.:.!  Property  covered  by  neighborhood  group  request  where  staff 
tii'ii iii  recommends  change  in  proposed  zoning  ■  May  16,1978 
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MISSION 


The  Mission  District,  "broadly  boimded  by  the  James  Lick  Freeway 
on  the  east  and  Twin  Peaks  on  the  west,  Market  Street  on  the  north 
and  30th  Street  on  the  south,  presently  provides  a  large  stock  of 
low  and  moderate- income  housing  mostly  zoned  on  the  Proposed  Maps 
for  two-family  and  three-family  use.     The  last  significant  re- 
classification in  the  area  two  years  ago,  resulted  in  the  west 
side  of  Capp  Street  being  reclassified  to  R-$'    low-medium  density 
residential  from  commercial »     This  represented  an  effort  by  commu- 
nity groups  to  contain  the  commercial  development  along  Mission 
Street  and  to  preserve  the  existing  housing  that  was  threatened 
with  demolition  and  replacement  by  parking  lotSo 

At  the  hearing  held  at  Mission  High  School  on  February  21, 
1.978,  the  Mission  Planning  Council  again  affirmed  the  need  for 
zoning  that  protects  the  existing  housing  at  rentals  affordable 
to  residents.     The  Council  asked  that  the  zoning  of  the  densely 
occupied  areas  be  even  more  restrictive  to  prevent  further  adverse 
impaction  of  neighborhoods,  that  the  zoning  of  underutilized  and 
vacant  industrial  land  be  changed  to  high  density  residential  to 
provide  sites  for  needed  housing,  and  that  the  conditional  use 
process  be  used  for  any  proposed  multi-family  project  in  order  to 
encourage  appropriate  new  low  or  moderate-income,  housing. 

The  staff  has  addressed  the  question  of  new  housing  in  indus- 
trial districts.     The  Proposed  Ordinance  Text  provides  that  the 
Commission  may  authorize  as  a  conditional  use  new  housing  in  indus- 
trial districts  at  a  density  no  greater  than  that  permitted  in  the 
nearest  residential  area  but  no  less  than  that  permitted  in  the 
RM-1  district,  one  unit  for  each  800  square  feet  of  lot  area; 
however,  any  additional  zoning  district  changes  should  wait  for 
the  completion  of  studies  now  underway  to  implement  policies  of 
both  the  Residence  element  and  the  Commerce  and  Industry  element 
of  the  Master  Plan, 


The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes  on  Sheets  7  and  1.1 
of  the  Proposed  Maps: 


to  a  higher  density  district 

I0      Fifteenth  Street,  north  side,  RH-5  to  M-1            (  7  lots) 
between  Folsom  and  Shotwell 

2,  Sixteenth  Street,  south  side,  RH-2  to  C-M           (  8  lots) 
between  Valencia  and  Mission 

3,  Carlos  Street,  east  side,  EH-3  to  C-2            (  3  lots) 
between  18th  and  19th  Streets 
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22nd  Street,  north  side,  EH-3  to  C-2  (  1  lot) 

"between  Valencia  and  Guerrero 

29tli  Street,  northwest  corner         EH-2  to  RC-1  (  ^  lot) 

Dolores 


(total  20  lots) 


to  a  P  district 


1.     Valencia  Street,  west  side,  C-M  to  P  (1  lot) 

between  19th  and  20th 

2o     19th  Street,  northwest  corner  0-2  to  PJl-3  (  1  lot) 

South  Van  Ness 

$0     23rd  Street,  southwest  corner  0-2  to  EH-3  (  5  lots) 

Shotwell 

4o    San  Jose  Aveo,  west  corners  0-2  to  EH-3  (  2  lots) 

29th  Street 

5o     San  Jose  Aveo,  west  side,  RO-1  to  RB-3  (  1  lot) 

Guerrero  east  side  and  Duncan 
south  side 

60     Randall  Street,  west  corners  RO-1  to  EH-2  (  3  lots) 

Ohenery   


(Tocal  11  lots) 


to  a  commercial  district  with  same  density 


Army  Street,  north  side,  RM-1  to  0-2  (  7  lots) 

between  Mission  and  South 
Van  Ness 


These  changes  recommended  by  the  staff  total  20  lots  to  dis- 
tricts permitting  higher  density  and  11  lots  to  districts  permitting 
less  densityo 


BERNAL  HEIGHTS 


Residents  of  the  rfullen-Holladay  area  of  Bernal  Heights  testi- 
fied at  the  hearing  of  February  21,  1978,  concerning  the  future  de- 
velopment of  Bernal  Heights,  especially  the  areas  presently  undeve- 
loped and  with  poor  access  for  vehicles o    The  thrust  of  their 
testimony  is  that  the  Department  and  the  Commission  should  not 
approve  any  more  construction  in  this  area  until  adequate  studies 
are  made  to  insure  that  new  development  will  be  environmentally 
sound  and  not  disruptive  of  the  area.    However,  no' changes  to  proposed 
zoning  for  this  area  of  Bernal  Heights  were  requestedo 

In  addition,  this  group  requested  that  the  Proposed  Zoning  of 
the  area  between  Army  and  Peralta  Streets  be  changed  from  RH-2  to 
RH-1 .    The  staff  has  not  recommended  this  change  nor  others  of  this 
t3rpe  because  the  RH-2  standards  will  protect  amenities  of  existing 
one  and  two-family  dwellings  in  the  neighborhood  while  providing 
an  opportunity  for  additional  family  oriented  units. 

The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes  on  Sheet  11  of  the 
Proposed  Maps: 

To  a  higher  density  district 

1.    ^osworth  Street,  southside  between       RH-2  to  C-2  (1  Lot) 

Mission  and  Marsily 


To  a  lower  density  district 

1o    Mission  Street,  east  side,  north  RC-1  to  RH-2  (  9  lots  ) 

and  south  sides  of  Apple ton 


These  changes  recommended  by  the  staff  total  1  lot  to  a  district 
permitting  higher  density  and  9  lots  to  a  district  permitting  less 
density. 


POTEERO  HILL 


Requests  for  changes  in  this  area  were  of  three  kinds. 
First,  the  neighborhood  groups  requested  a  single  zoning  district 
for  the  entire  hill.     Second,  requests  were  made  that  higher 
densities  be  allowed  at  the  crests  of  the  hill  to  allow  apartment 
houses o     Third,  individuals  requested  specific  changes  for  lots 
to  allow  for  increased  density  at  scattered  sites  on  the  hill  and 
surrounding  it.    The  zoning  proposed  on  May  20,  1976,  represents  a 
compromise  of  these  differing  points  of  view  and  would  allow  some 
additional  small  apartment  houses  while  protecting  the  over-all 
house  character  of  the  area.    The  staff  does  recommend  a  change 
back  to  C-2  from  C-1  for  the  commercial  strips  along  18th  and 
20th  Streets,     These  strips  have  been  zoned  0-2  for  many  years 
and  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  pressure  on  them  that  would 
justify  the  additional  restrictions  of  C-1 , 


The  following  changes  are  recommended  by  the  staff  on 
Sheet  8  of  the  Proposed  Maps: 

to  an  industrial  district  with  same  density 


1.    Potrero  Street,  east  side  between     RC-1  to  M-l  (19  lots) 

16th  Street  and  Mariposa 


to  a  higher  density  district 


1,    Potrero  Street,  east  side  between     RH-2  to  M-1  (1  lot) 

18th  Street  and  19th  Street 


2,     Seventeenth  Street,  between 
Vermont  and  Ksmsas 

3o 


t.o  a  P  district 

1.     Potrero  Street,  east  side  and 
San  Bruno  Avenue,  west  side 
between  Army  and  25th  Street 


RH-2  to  M-1  (1  lot) 


M-1  to  P  (2  lots) 


Texas  Street,  west  side  between         EH-2  to  M-1  (2  lots) 

lyth  and  Mariposa  Streets 

(Total    ^  lots) 


to  a  more  intense  commercial  district  and  same  density 


1.  18th  Street,  both  sides  between       C-1  to  C-2  (18  lots) 
Kansas  and  Mississippi 

2.  20th  Street,  both  sides  between         C-1  to  C-2             (19  lots) 
Wisconsin  and  Texas   

(Total  57  lots) 


These  changes  recommended  by  the  staff  total  4  lots  permit 
ting  a  higher  density,  two  lots  to  a  district  not  permitting 
residential  use,  and  58  lots  to  different  districts  with  no 
change  in  density  standards « 


GLEF  PAEK 


The  Glen  Park  neighborhood  is  primarily  zoned  for  one-family 
use  with  some  two-family  zoning  and  a  small  shopping  district  along 
Diamond  Street  wJpere  it  intersects  with  Chenery  and  Bosworth 
Streets o    At  the  hearing  of  February  21,  1978,  at  Mission  High, 
the  Glen  Park  Association  and  several  individual  residents,  owners 
and  business  operators  from  the  area  made  a  forceful  presentation 
to  the  Commission  urging  that  the  C-2  zoning  of  the  commercial 
area,  changed  partly  to  RC-1  on  the  Proposed  Maps,  be  changed 
entirely  to  RC-1,  and  that  the  commercial  district  be  limited  to 
its  present  boundaries  or  reduced  in  area  in  order  to  preserve 
the  unique  character  of  the  neighborhoodo     It  was  noted  at  the 
hearing  that  this  neighborhood  is  to  become  a  preferential  parking 
area;  it  is  hoped  that  this  will  improve  the  parking  paroblem 
which  is  due  in  part  to  the  proximity  to  the  BART  station = 

The  staff  recommends,  as  with  the  other  C-2  commercial 
districts,  that  no  RC-1  zoning  be  mapped  at  this  time,  but  instead 
ruch  re  zoning  should  be  considered  after  adoption  of  the  Commerce 
and  Industry  element  and  its  implementation  program »    The  staff 
does  however,  recommend  that  a  portion  of  the  commercially  zoned 
area  recently  developed  with  three-family  housing,  be  changed  to 
RH-3  in  order  to  reflect  this  current  useo 

The  following  are  the  specific  changes  recommended  on  Sheet 
11  of  the  Proposed  Maps  for  the  Glen  Park  area: 

to  lower  density  district 

lo    Diamond  Street,  west  side  between  RC-1  to  RH-3      (9  lots) 

Bosworth  and  Ulav 

2o    Brompton  Street,  east  side  and  RC-1  to  RH-2      (l  lot) 

north  of  Bosworth 

(total  10  lots) 

to  a  higher  density  district 

lo    Baden  Street,  east  side;  Ulav  RH-1  to  RH-2     (70  lots) 

Avenue,  west  side;  Monterey 
Boulevard,  both  sides  between 
Baden  and  the  freeway 

from  RC-1  to  C-2  with  same  density 

lo     Bosworth  Street,  north  side  between        RC-1  to  C-2        (l  lot) 
Diamond  and  Brompton 


to  P  district 


Diamond  Heights  Boulevard,  east  G-1  to  P  (1  lot) 

side,  Addison  Street,  north  side 

Laidley  Street,  west  side,  50th  RM-1  to  P  (1  lot) 

Street,  south  side.  Beacon  Street, 
northeast  side 


Ctotal  2  lots) 

These  changes  recommended  by  the  staff  total  12  lots  to 
districts  permitting  less  density  and  70  lots  to  a  district 
permitting  higher  density^ 


( t 

GLEN  PARK  ASSOCIATION 

Property  covered  by  neighborhood  group  request  where  staff 
recommervds  chonge  in  proposed  zoning  •  May  18,1978 
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OUTER  MISSION 


Testimony  from  the  public  at  the  hearing  of  February  21, 
1978,  concerning  this  area  was  from  individuals  requesting  changes 
in  zoning  for  specific  properties,  mostly  to  expand  0-2  districts 
into  residential  neigliborhoodSo     This  area,  to  the  south  of  30th 
Street,  to  the  east  of  Alemany  Boulevard  and  to  the  west  of  the 
James  Lick  Freeway,  is  mostly  zoned  for  one-family  use,  with 
commercial  districts  along  Mission  Street  and  Geneva  Avenue o 

The  staff  recommends  three  types  of  map  changes  for  this  area 
on  Sheet  11 «    First,  that  the  two-family  districts  along  Brazil 
and  Russia  Avenues  be  expanded,  replacing  RH-1,  to  reflect  prevail- 
ing use;  second,  that  that  por1:ion  of  the  Geneva  Towers  project 
which  is  built  to  one-family  density  be  changed  to  RH-1  zoning; 
third,  that  the  vacant  acreage  south  of  Geneva  Boulevard  at  the 
intersections  of  Carter  and  Walbridge  Streets  be  changed  from  RH-1 
to  RH-2  to  allow  greater  flexibility  in  planning  future  develop- 
ment o     The  owners  of  this  property  have  requested  that  it  be  z«ned 
G-2,  but  the  staff  feels  that  C-2  zoning  would  be  inappropriate 
in  this  area  which  is  primarily  low-density  residential  and  which 
is  adequately  served  by  existing  commercial  development  along 
Geneva  Avenue  and  Mission  Street  to  the  westo     In  addition,  the 
staff  recommends  other  minor  changes  to  rectify  errors  on  the 
Proposed  Maps  as  to  government  owned  property  boundaries  and  to 
delete  several  small  RC-1  districts  that  are  not  necessary  to  allow 
continuance  of  non- conforming  uses  in  light  of  the  proposed  text 
changes  in  the  Planning  Codec 

The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes  on  Sheet  11: 

to  a  P  district 

11    Bowdoin  Street,  east  side  between  RH-1  to  P  (l  lot) 

Man sell  and  Harkness 

2o     Schwerin  Street,  west  side,  Kelloch        RM-1  to  P  (26  lots) 

Avenue     southeast  side 

Ctotal  27  lots) 

to  a  higher  density  district 

1,     Silver  Avenue     south  side.  Mission  RH-1  to  RH-2      (l  lot) 
east  side ,  Avalon  north  side  and 
Lisbon  west  side 

2o     Silver  Avenue,  south  side  and  RH-1  to  RH-2      (8  lots) 
Pioche,  north  side  between 
Oxford  and  Cambridge 
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5o     Silver  Avenue,  north,  and  soutli 

side  between  Bowdoin  and  Boylston 

4o     Onondaga  Avenue,  both,  sides 
between  Otsego  and  Delano 

5.     Onondaga  Avenue,  both  sides 
between  Alemany  and  Cayuga 

60    Alemany  Boulevard,  east  side 
below  Onondaga 

7<.     Leo  Street,  both  sides  between 
Mission  and  Alemany 

80    Persia  Avenue,  both  sides  between 
London  and  Paris 

9<.     Brazil  Avenue,  north  side  between 
Moscow  and  Edinburgh 

10 o     Russia  Avenue,  north  side  between 
Munich  and  Lisbon 

11.     Russia  Avenue,  south  side  and 
Madrid,  east  side 

12 o    Russia  Avenue ,  south  side  and 
Munich, east  side 

15 o     Geneva  Avenue,  south  side  between 
Soo  Hill  and  Carter 

l^o    Leland  Avenue,  north  side  between 
Delta  and  Elliot 

15 o     Silver  Avenue  and  Bowdoin,  north- 
east comer 


to  a  lower  density  district 

Sunnydale  Avenue,  south  side  and 
Velasco,  north  side  between 
Schwerin  and  Sawyer 


RH-1  to  RH-2  (32  lots) 

RH-1  to  RH-2  (17  lots) 

RH-1  to  RH-2  (13  lots) 

RH-1  to  RH-2  (4  lots) 

RH-1  to  RH-2  (18  lots) 

RH-1  to  RH-2  (4  lots) 

RH-1  to  RH-2  (10  lots) 

RH-1  to  RH-2  (16  lots) 

RH-1  to  RH-2  (2  lots) 

RH-1  to  RH-2  (2  lots) 

RH-1  to  RH-2  (24  lotsj 

RH-1  to  RH-2  (11  lots) 

RH-l(D)  to  RH-2  (1  lot) 
(total  163  lots) 

EM-1  to  RH-1  (173  lots) 


from  P  to  an  R  district 


lo     Southern  Freeway,  south  side  P  to  EH-1  (1  lot) 

between  Cambridge  and  Bowdoin 

These  changes  recommended  by  the  staff  total  200  lots  to 
districts  permitting  less  density  and  16^-  lots  to  districts  per- 
mitting higher  density. 


Baylriew  Buiiters-  Po-iii-t 


In  accordance  with  the  policy  of  zoning  governmentally  ovmed 
property  as  P  districts  the  Hunters  Point  area  has  been  changed  to 
a  P  district  except  for  the  area  developed  with  housing  to  be 
operated  by  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority  which  is  recommended 
for         o     In  the  event  that  the  property  is  sold  for  private 
development  the  zoning  designation  would  be  changed  to  meet  the 
specific  needs  of  a  proposal  after  public  hearings 

This  area,  shown  on  Sheets  9  and  10  of  the  Proposed  Zoning  Maps, 
is  zoned  mostly  for  one-family  use  with  a  commercial  district  running 
north  and  south  along  Third  Street  and  scattered  higher  density 
residential  and  industrial  districtSo    The  state  is  about  to  develop 
the  first  urban  state  park  in  the  area  at  Candlestick  Coveo 

A  request  for  high  density  zoning  for  vacant  property  on  the 
north  s]ope  of  Candlestick  Hill  south  of  Jamestown  Avenue  resulted 
in  the  staff  recommending  that  the  RH-1  zoning  of  the  area  be  changed 
to  RH-2  for  that  portion  of  the  property  fronting  on  Jamestown  which 
is  steepest  and  BM-1  for  the  more  gentling  sloping  parte    While  high 
density  zoning  seems  inappropriate  for  the  reason  that  there  is  only 
limited  access  to  the  property  through  an  existing  one-family  neigh- 
borhood, medium  density  apartment  houses  or  duplexes  could  be  deve- 
loped appropriately  hereo 

The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes  on  Sheets  9  and  10: 

to  a  higher  density  district 

1o      Oakdale  Street,  south  side  between  Third 

Street  and  Newhall  EH-2  to  C-2  (l  lot) 

2o      Oilman  Avenue,  south  side  between  Third 

and  Jennings  EH-1  to  C-2  (  1  lot) 

3o      Third  Street,  east  side  between  Meade 

Avenue  and  Le  Conte  Aveo  EH-1  to  C-2  (  8  lots) 

^„      ITitzgerald  ..Avenue  ,  north  side  between 

Jennings  and  Ingalls  RH-1  to  EM-1  (6  lots) 

5o      Jamestown  Avenue,  south  side,  east  of 

Jennings  along  the  bottom  of  the  Hill  Line  EH-1  to  EH-2  (40  lots) 

6o      Jamestov/n  Avenue,  south  side,  upper  slope    EH-1  to  EM-1  (l  lot) 

(total  57  lots; 


to  a  residential  district  with  no  chanp;e  in  density 


1«      Hale  Street,  south  side  between  Barneveld 

and  San  Bruno  RC-I  to  RM-1   (1  lot) 

'2o      San  Bruno  Avenue,  west  side  between 

Sweeny  and  Hale  RC-1  to  RM-I  (4  lots) 

(total  5  lots) 

to  a  P  district 

1„      Egbert  Avenue,  south  side  between  James 

Lick  Freeway  and  railroad  right-of-way         M-1  to  P  (1  lot) 

2o      Underwood  Avenue,  north  side,  Omas  south 

side  between  Griffith  and  Hav/es  M-1  to  P  (1  lot) 

5o      Egbert  Avenue,  northeast  side  and  Donner 
Avenue,  southwest  side  between  Donahue 

and  Coleman  RH-2  to  P        (2  lots) 

4„      Van  Dyke  Avenue,  northeast  side  and 
Underwood  Avenue,  southwest  side 

between  Griffith  and  Pitch  M-1  to  P  (7  lots) 


(total  11  lots) 


to  a  commercial  district 

1o       Silver  Avenue,  north  side  between 

Barneveld  Avenue  and  San  Bruno  P  to  C-2  (l  lot) 

2o      San  Bruno  Avenue,  west  side  between 

Hale  and  Silver  RC-1  to  C-2     (7  lots) 

(total  8  lots) 

to  lower  density  district 

1o      Tocoloma  Street,  east  side .below 

Lathrop  '  M-1  to  EH-1     (l  lot) 

The  changes  recommended  by  the  staff  total  12  lots  to  districts 
permitting  less  density  or  no  residential  use  and  58  lots  to  dis- 
tricts permitting  more  density  and  12  lots  to  different  districts 
with  no  change  in  density  standards » 


OCEAN  VIEW  -  MERCED  -  IFGLESIDE 


This  low  density  residential  area  was  not  the  subject  of 
testimony  during  the  hearings  hut  has  had  zoning  changes  recom- 
mended for  it  by  the  staff  for  the  reason  that  the  earlier  Proposed 
Map  designated  several  neighborhoods  as  RH-1  that  had  been  zoned 
R-2  on  the  existing  mapso     In  other  cases  the  staff  recommends 
that  zoning  district  boundaries  be  straightened  in  a  way  that  tends 
to  include  a  few  additional  properties  in  higher  density  EH-2  dis- 
tricts; this  serves  to  better  reflect  prevailing  land  use  along 
thoroughfares  o 

The  staff  recommends  the  following  changes  in  Sheet  12  of  the 
Proposed  Zoning  Maps: 


to  a  higher  density  district 


1,     Ocean  Avenue,  south  side  RH-1  to  RH-2  (251  lots) 

between  Ashton  and  Harold 
to  the  south  side  of  Holloway 

2o     Ocean  Avenue,  south  side  RH-1  to  RH-2  (15  lots) 

between  Geneva  and  Howth  St, 

3=     Nineteenth  Avenue,  south  side  RH-1  to  RH-2                 (12  lots) 
between  Chester  and  Junipero 
Serra  Boulevard 

4c     Randolph  Street,  north  side  RH-1  to  RH-2                 (  9  lots) 
between  Vernon  and  Bright 

5o     Randolph  Street,  south  side  RH-1  to  RH-2  (  7  lots) 

between  Bright  and  Ramsell 

6o     Capitol  Street,  west  side  RH-1  to  RC-1  (  2  lots) 

between  Farallones  and  Broad 

7o     Farallones  Street,  north  side      RH-1  to  RH-2  (  1  lot) 

between  Plymouth  and  Capitol 

8c    Farallones  Street,   south  side  RH-1  to  RH-2  (  1  lot) 

between  San  Jose  Avenue  and 
Plymouth 

9o     Broad  Street,  north  and  south  RH-1  to  RH-2  (44  lots) 

sides  to  Sadowa,  south  side 
between  Plymouth  and  San  Jose 
Avenue 

10c     Huron  Street,  northwest  side  RH-1  to  RH-2  (15  lots) 

between  Sickles  and  Liebig 

(.total  557  lots) 


to  a  lower  density  district 

1o    Niagara  Avenue,  northwest  C-2  to  EH--1  (  1  lot) 

side  between  Huron  and  Mission 


These  changes  total  537  lots  to  a  district  permitting  higher 
density  and  1  lot  to  a  district  permitting  lower  densityo 
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ilESIDENTIAL  BUILDERS  ASSOCIATION 


The  Residential  Builders  Association  has  followed  the  Re- 
sidential Zoning  Study  from  the  beginning  and  has  testified  many 
times  "before  the  Commission  concerning  the  Proposed  Residential 
Zoning  Maps  and  Text=     In  addition  members  of  the  Association  have 
met  regularly  with  the  staff »  Following  the  last  hearing  on  the  Pro- 
posed Maps  on  March  7i  1978  the  Association  submitted  a  set  of  zon- 
ing maps  indicating  their  proposals  for  changes  in  the  zoning  for 
the  6ityo     While  the  thrust  of  their  testimony  has  usually  been 
that  the  I960  zoning  should  be  retained  and  the  Proposed  Maps  should 
be  abandoned  as  too  restrictive,  their  suggested  map  changes  would 
have  substantially  altered  the  I960    maps  by  adding  many  additional 
multi-family  districts  along  major  and  minor  thoroughf areso  Basical 
ly  they  request  that  RM-1  and  RC-1  districts  be  extended  along  all 
the  major  and  minor  thoroughfares  of  the  city  thereby  allowing 
apartment  houses  and  mixed-use  buildings  in  far  more  areas  than 
would  be  possible  under  the  proposed  zoning=     In  effect,  this  would 
be  a  substantial  expansion  of  the  R-3  zoning  pattern  of  the  maps 
adopted  in  I96O0 

The  staff  has  recommended  that  certain  RM  zoning  shown  on 
the  Proposed  Maps  be  extended  in  limited  areas  where  it  reflects 
existing  development.     Two  examples  are  along  the  south  side  of 
Lake  Street  between  Third  and  Tenth  Avenues  and  along  the  south 
side  of  Lincoln  Way  between  Arguello  and  19th  Avenue o     In  these 
two  areas  there  is  a  preponderance  of  multi-family  buildings 
already  and  the  RM-1  and  RM-2  zoning  follows  the  existing  pattern 
of  development.     Overall  however,  the  staff  has  not  recommended 
that  the  Proposed  Maps  be  changed  to  conform  to  the  request  of  the 
Association,  for  the  reason  that  such  a  dramatic  change  in  zoning 
would  be  unduly  disruptive  of  many  neighborhoods  of  low-density 
housing  which  would  be  congested  with  traffic,  parked  caxs  and 
buildings  out  of  scale  with  the  existing  development o 


CONTINUANCE  OF  CERTAIN  NON-CONEORMING  USES  AND  DELETION  OF  CERTAIN 
RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL  COMBINING  DISTRICTS 


The  staff  recommends  that  certain  RC  districts  first  shown 
on  the  Proposed  Maps  initiated  on  May  20,  1976,  he  deletedo  The 
past  two  years  have  given  an  opportunity  to  evaluate  the  effect 
of  this  zoning.    Where  there  does  not  appear  to  he  Public  need 
for  additional  commercial  activity  in  areas  zoned  residential  un- 
der the  existing  Code,  RC  zoning  seems  inappropriate »  Proposed 
Section  186  of  the  text  of  the  Code  would  allow  nonconforming  com- 
mercial uses  at  the  ground  level  to  continue  so  long  as  specific 
criteria  are  met  which  insure  reasonable  harmony  with  the  surround- 
ing neighborhood  residents=     RC  zoning  would  have  allowed  the  demo- 
lition of  the  mixed-use  buildings  and  the  construction  of  new  apart- 
ment buildings  out  of  scale  and  not  in  character  with  these  neigh- 
borhoods, and  the  expansion  of  existing  commercial  floor  area  that 
might  weaken  existing  areas  zoned  for  commercial  usee  Following 
is  a  list  of  the  locations  of  these  deleted  RC  districts: 


Sheet  1 


Pine  Street,  both  sides  between 
Leavenworth  and  Grant 


RC-4  to  RM-4  (120  lots) 


Sheet  2 


Hyde  Street  and  Green 

Geary  Boulevard,  north  side,  between 
Divisadero  and  Broderick 

Sheet  5 


RC-1  to  RM-1  (  16  lots) 
RC-1  to  RM-1  (  10  lots) 


19th  Avenue  and  Clement,  west  corners 

Clcnont  Street,  both  sides  between  l^th 
and  16th  Avenues 

Calif omi.a  Street,  south  side,  betv/een 
3rd  and  -^-th  Avenues 

Clement  Street,  northeast  corner  Funston 

Balboa  Street,  both  sides  betx^een  6th  and 
7th  Avenues' 


RC-1  to  C-1  (     3  lots) 

RC-1  to  RM-1  C  15  lots: 

RC-2  to  RM-1  (    4  lots; 

RC-1  to  G-2  (     5  lots; 

RC-1  to  C-1  (  12  lots. 


Balboa  Street,  north  side  between  7th 
and  8th  Avenues 


RC-1  to  RM-1  (4  lots) 


I 

i 


Sheet  ^ 


California  Street  northwest,  southeast  RC-1  to  EM-l  (3  lots) 

and  southwest  corners  of  55th  Avenue 

Clement  Street,  both  sides  between  19th  EC-1  to  C-1  (53  lots) 
and  22nd  Avenues 

Clement  Street,  south  corners  of  27th  RC-1  to  C-1  (  4  lots) 

Avenue 

Geary  Boulevard,  nost  of  both  sides  be-  RC-2  to  RM-2  (12  lots) 
tween  32rd  and  3'^th  Avenues 

Cabrillo  Street,  both  sides  between  -^Sth  RC-1  to  RM-1  (16  lots) 
and  ^7th  Avenues 

Sheet  6 

Page  Street,  southeast  corner  Stanyan  RC-1  to  RM-2        (  2  lots) 

Stanyan  Street ,  east  side  midway  between  RC-1  to  C-1  (  1  lot  ) 

Page  and  Haight 

Sheet  7 

San  Jose  Avenue,  west  side  and  Guerrero  RC-1  to  RH-3        (l  lot) 
Street ,  east  side  at  Duncan 

Sheet  8 

Potrero  Avenue,  east  side  between  16th  RC-1  to  RM-1  (19  lots) 
and  Mariposa  Streets 

Sheet  10 

Hale  Street,  south  side  between  Barneveld  RC-1  to  RM-1        (1  lot) 
and  San  Bruno 

San  Bruno  Avenue,  west  side  between  RC-1  to  RM-1  (4-  lots) 
Sweeney  and"  Hale 
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Sheet  11 


Randall  Street,  west  corners  of  Chenery      RC-1  to  RH-2        (  3  lots) 

Mission  Street,  east  side,  and  north  and  RC-1  to  RH-2  (  9  lots) 
south  side  Appleton 

Brompton  Street,  east  side,  north  of  RC-1  to  RH-2  (  1  lot) 
Bosworth 

Diamond  Street,  west  side  between  Bos-  RC-1  to  RH-3  (10  lots) 

worth  and  San  Jose  ^^^^^^  ^28  lots) 

These  changes  recommended  "by  the  staff  effect  a  total  of 
328  lots,  of  which  28  lots  would  he  changed  to  a  district  permit- 
ting less  density  and  2  lots  to  districts  permitting  more  density, 
with  the  remaining  298  lots  to  districts  with  the  same  density  hut 
different  use  standards » 
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GOVERimENT  OWNED  PROPERTY 


The  Chamber  of  Commerce  requested  that  the  site  of  Rincon 
Annex  Post  Office  on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  "between 
Spear  and  Steuart  Streets,  be  changed  from  P  (Public)  back  to 
C-3-0  and  C-3-S  as  sho\vn  on  the  existing  mapSo     The  Postal  Service 
has  announced  its  intention  to  leave  the  site  and  the  Chamber  argues 
that  appropriate  commercial  use  of  the  property  in  the  future  will 
be  hampered  if  the  P  zoning  is  retained »    The  staff  recommends 
retention  of  the  P  zoning  until  the  federal  government  disposes 
of  the  property  or  a  specific  non-governmental  use  of  the  property 
is  proposed  that  may  be  reviewed  and  acted  upon  by  the  Commission 
in  the  best  interests  of  the  cityo    This  block  is  at  a  very 
sensitive  location  near  the  Embarcadero  and  the  junction  of  most 
transit  routes  serving  the  Downtowno    Commission  action  at  this 
time  seems  premature,  especially  in  light  of  the  magor  development 
projects  under  construction  nearby  and  the  multi-agency  study 
recently  undertaken  of  the  Central  Waterfront  to  the  south. 

The  Unified  School  District  has  requested  that  the  existing 
I960  zoning  of  school  properties  not  be  changed.    Existing  maps 
show  junior  high  schools  and  high  schools,  the  large  school  owned 
properties,  zoned  P  (Public)  and  the  smaller  sites  of  elementary 
schools  zoned  for  residential  or  commercial  use,  the  same  as  the 
surrounding  property.    The  Proposed  Maps  show  all  publicly  owned 
and  used  property,  including  both  large  and  small  school  sites, 
as  P  zone So     The  staff  recommends  that  the  P  designation  be  retained 
for  all  public  school  property.     In  the  event  that  school  property 
is  sold  for  private  development  or  use,  an  application  for 
reclassification  to  a  suitable  district  could  be  reviewed  and  acted 
upon  by  the  Commission  and  the  Board  after  public  hearings  at 
which  the  public  would  be  heard  on  any  proposals.     It  should  also 
be  noted  that  under  the  Proposed  Text  of  the  Planning  Code  in 
residential,  zoning  districts    schools  may  only  be  approved  as 
conditional  uses,  while  in  P  districts  they  are  principal  permitted 
uses  as  a  matter  of  right  with  no  review  required  by  the  Commission, 


PINAL  MAP  REVISIONS  -  EPPECT  ON  FUTURE  HOUSING  DEVELOPMENT 


The  processing  of  some  ^50  requests  for  changes  from 
individuals  and  groups  throughout  the  City  generally  increased 
the  number  of  units  permittedo    These  increases  are  revisions 
of  the  December  1977  map  proposals o    The  net  gain  of  units  on 
a  citywide  basis  numbered  approximately  5770°    The  following 
chart  indicates  gains  and  losses  by  Map  or  Sheet  number  and,  in 
most  cases,  by  neighborhood  which  may  aid  persons  and  groups 
attempting  to  analyze  the  impact  of  these  proposals  on  their 
immediate  areao 


POTENTIAL  DWELLING  UNIT  GAINS  OJR  LOSSES 
BY  NEIGHBOEIIOOD  AND  ZONING  MP  SJIEET  NUMBER 


PROPOSED 
RESIDENTIAL  ZONING 
MAP  SHEET  NUMBER 

(May  1978)  NEIGHBORHOOD  NET  GAIN  OR  LOSS 


1  South  of  Market  +1896 

North  Beach  -  80 

2  Pacific  Heights  +  243 
5                          Inner  Richmond  +1079 

4  Outer  Richmond  +  420 

5  Sunset  +  576 

6  Haight  Ashbury/  -  105 

Inner  Sunset 

7  Duboce  Triangle  -  70 

South  of  Market  +  582 

Noe  Valley  +  11 

16th  Street  -  28 

8  Potrero  Waterfront  +190 

9  0 

10  Bayview  +  456 

11  Diamond  Heights/  +  328 

Glen  Park 

12  Ocean  View/Merced/  +  265 

Ingle side 

15  +3 

CITYWIDE  NET  GAIN  IN  POTENTIAL  DWELLING 

UNITS  5766 
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COMMENTS  ON  PROPOSED  ORDINANCE  TEXT 


The  following  discussion  covers  in  s\iinmaxy  fashion  each  of 
the  suggested  changes  to  the  proposed  ordinance  text  received 
during  the  public  testimony  and  in  letters  to  the  Department  and 
City  Planning  Commission  during  January,  February  and  Marcho 
Each  suggestion  is  followed  by  a  brief  response  and  recommenda- 
tion by  the  Department. 

The  suggested  changes  are  listed  in  the  order  of  the 
Articles  of  the  City  Planning  Code  in  which  the  subject  matter 
is  contained,  with  those  suggestions  that  resulted  in  a  staff 
recommendation  for  a  change  in  the  text  listed  first,  followed 
by  those  suggestions  for  which  the  staff  recommends  no  change. 
In  the  case  of  one  article,  Article  2,  the  staff  has  also  listed 
four  text  changes  which  have  been  prepared  for  consideration  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission,  but  which  do  not  have  a  recommen- 
dation for  approval  from  the  staff. 

Thirty-five  changes  in  the  proposed  ordinance  text  have 
been  recommended,  and  the  specific  language  for  each  of  these 
changes  is  shown  in  Appendix  Ac    Appendix  A  also  contains  a 
list  of  recommended  changes  to  diagrams  contained  for  illustrative 
purpose  in  Article  1o2;  these  changes  are  to  clarify  certain 
disgrams  and  to  make  others  consistent  with  the  text  changes 
re commended o 
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ARTICLE  2:     RECOMMENDED  CHANGES 


1.  Access  to  rooming  units  in  RH~l(D) ,  RH-1^  RH^l(S) 

It  has  "been  suggested  that  a  provision  unintentionally  de- 
leted from  the  City  Planni  ng  Code  in  the  current  proposals  be  re- 
stored.   This  provision  prohibits,  in  single-family  districts, 
the  permitting  of  an  accessory  use  of  any  room  for  a  roomer  or 
boarder  with  access  other  than  from  within  the  dwelling  unit«  The 
unintentional  deletion  of  this  provision  occurred  when  the  sepa- 
rate listings  of  permitted  uses  by  district  were  consolidated  in 
a  single  use  table. 

Recommended  Change:  Appendix  A  -  Article  2,  Change  No.  1* 

2.  Remaining  fraction:   of  lot  area  per  dwelling  \mit 

The  Associated  B\iilding  Industry  suggested  that  an  addition- 
al dwelling  unit  should  be  permitted  whenever  the  specified  densi- 
ty ratio  leaves  a  remaining  fraction  of  three-fourths  (75  per  cent) 
or  more  of  the  required  lot  area  for  the  last  iinit.    Such  a  change 
would  make  the  density  calculation  more  conrparable  to  that  of  the 
present  Code,  which  permits  an  additional  unit  for  fractions  of  50 
per  cent  or  more.    The  Association  believes  that  the  additional  unit 
gained  in  this  fashion  would  add  to  the  economic  viability  of  some 
projects,  and  would  allow  greater  flexibility  in  dwelling  unit  types. 

This  slight  density  increase  would  not  expand  building  size 
or  activity  levels  in  a  manner  that  would  be  in^Tarious  to  adjacent 
properties.    The  most  notable  change  resulting  from  use  of  the  75 
per  cent  fraction  would  be  in  RM-1  districts  where  typical  5»000- 
square-foot  lots  would  be  allowed  three  dwelling  units  under  the 
proposed  whole  number  standard  and  four  dwelling  \mits  under  the 
fraction  of  75  per  cent  or  more  standard. 

Recommended  Change:  Appendix  A  -  Article  2,  Change  No.  2. 

3«    Dwelling  density  for  occupancy  by  physically  handicapped  persons 

It  has  been  requested  that  the  different  standards  for  densi- 
ty, off-street  parkii^  and  usable  open  space  provided  for  senior 
citizen  housing  be  extended  to  the  physically  handicapped. 

Existing  projectB  containing  housing  for  handicapped  persons 
provide  s\iff icient  evid'snce  that  such  households  will  have  insigni- 
ficant effect  on  buildijag  bulk,  activity  level,  and  parking  genera- 
tion as  a  result  of  extending  these  different  standards  to  this 
type  of  occupancy.    Federal  programs  for  financing  senior  citizen 
housing  require  the  inclusion  of  a  number  of  dwelling  units  for 
handicapped  persons. 


Recommended  Change ^  Appendix  A  --  Article  2,  Change  No.  3; 
Article  1.2,  Chaiige  No.  9;  Article  1.5^  Change  No.  2. 


4.    Dwelling's  for  senior  citizens  andphysically  handicapped  per- 
sons  in  RH-.lII?77mTriaCT[^3 — -^-^^i^  fciii  

Those  concerned  about  providing  housing  for  elderly  and  handi- 
capped persons  have  suggested  that  greater  opport\mities  for  such 
housing  should  "be  given  in  RH-l(D),RH-l  and  EH-l(S)  districts,  as 
well  as  in  the  remaining  Residential  districts.    In  the  latter  dis- 
tricts, housing  for  senior  citizens  and  handicapped  persons  has 
been  proposed  to  be  permitted  at  twice  the  dwelling  unit  density 
permitted  for  other  dwelling  units. 

The  proposals  of  May  20,  1976, contained  permission  for  such  addi- 
tional  density,  but  the  RH-1(D),  SH-1  and  RH-KS)  districts  were  delet« 
from    the  double  density  provision  in  the  December  1977  proposals 
on  the  theory  that  such  housing  in  these  areas  was  unlikely  to  be 
viable.    Testimony  received  during  the  last  four  months  indicates 
otherwise.    Based  on  review  of  existing  housing  for  senior  citizens 
and  handicapped  persons,  it  is  believed  that  additional  density 
would  not  lead  to  adverse  building  b\xlk  or  activity,  and  would  not 
change  the  apparent  one-faraily  character  of  the  neighborhood. 

Recommended  Change:    Appendix  A  -  Article  2,  Change  No.  4-. 

5*      Out-patient  clinics  as  a  separately  listed  use 

Because  out-pat ieiat  clinics  are  also  permitted  under  Section 
209.8,  which  covers  retail,  personal  service  and  other  commercial 
establishments,  the  separate  listing  of  clinics  is  redundant.  De- 
letion of  this  listing  is  appropriate. 

Recommended  Change:    Appendix  A  -  Article  2,  Change  No.  5« 


6.  Various  uses  on  upper  floors  in  RC  district.B 

A  number  of  suggestions  concerning  the  non-residential  uses 
permitted  in  HC  districts  were  submitted.    These  included  opposi- 
tion to  this  type  of  zoning  district  because  the  conditional  use 
provisions  for  commercial  uses  on  the  upper  floors  would  force  po- 
tentially destructive  competition  for  ground  floor  space  between 
retail  and  office  activities;  concern  that  the  types  of  commercial 
uses  allowed  on  the  ground  floor,  but  more  particularly  the  upper 
floors,  would  be  destructive  to  residential  amenities;  and  concern 
that,  in  some  cases,  ground  floor  and  upper  floor  use  listir^s  \mder 
Article  2  of  the  proposed  use  tables  are  inconsistent. 
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The  staff  believes  that  the  conditional  use  procedtire  pro- 
vides sufficient  flexibility  that  the  concern  over  ground  floor 
competition  will  not  be  realized.    Furthermore,  these  conditional 
use  procedures  provide  the  necessary  protection  to  retain  and  en- 
hance existing  residential  amenities  in  cases  in  which  upper  floor 
commercial  uses  are  authorised.    A  review  of  the  permitted  uses 
did  however,  reveal  a  number  of  inconsistencies,  either  with  the 
intent  of  the  fiC  districts  or  as  between  principal  and  conditional- 
ly permitted  uses. 

Philanthropic  facilities,  large  child  care  facilities,  ele- 
mentary and  secondary  schools,  churches,  comm\mity  centers,  private 
lodges  and  plant  nurseries  may  be  intensive  activities  that  could 
conflict  with  residential  amenities  in  the  upper  floors  of  build- 
ings in  RC  districts;  thus,  protection  should  be  provided  through 
conditional  use  procedures. 

Recommended  Change:  Appendix  A  -  Article  2,  Change  No.  6. 


7»      Size  of  child  care  facilities 

The  Childcare  Switchboard  requested  that  the  size  break  be- 
tween child  care  facilities  permitted  as  principal  uses,  and  then 
permitted  only  as  conditional  uses,  be  consistent  with  licensing 
requirements  set  by  the  State  of  California.    The  present  proposal 
is  to  require  conditional  use  authorization  for  facilities  providing 
care  for  11  or  more  children.    The  State  guidelines  make  a  distinc- 
tion as  to  facilities  providing  care  for  13  or  more  children. 

Allowing  child  care  facilities  with  up  to  12  children  as  a 
principal  permitted  use  would  be  appropriate.    An  increase  in  ca- 
pacity from  10  children  to  12  children  in  such  facilities  would  not 
result  in  a  significant  impact  on  adjacent  neighborhoods. 

Recommended  Gh&ix^et  Appendix  A  -  Article  2,  Change  No.  ?• 


ARTICLE  2:     CHANGES  L.'OT  RECOMMENDED 


80    Add  insurance  of  neighborhood  participation  to  purposes 
of  Residential  districts o 

The  Coalition  for  San  Erancisco  Neighborhoods  suggested 
that  the  purposes  or  residential  districts  listed  under  pro- 
posed Section  206  should  include  "To  insure  maximuiii  participa- 
tion of  residents  and  owners  in  determining  the  future  of 
their  neighborhoods" « 

Participation  is  a  worthy  goal,  and  other  sections  of 
the  Code  such  as  the  procedural  requirements  of  Article  3  could 
list  this  as  a  purpose «    Hov/ever,  the  purposes  listed  for  zon- 
ing districts  appropriately  relate  to  the  guidance    and  control 
of  land  use  provided  by  the  district  standards o  -. 

9»     Change  residential  district  nomenclature „ 

Substituting  a  different  Zoning  district  nomenclature  sys- 
tem for  the  RH,  RM  and  RC  district  nomenclature  proposed  has 
been  a  recurring  suggestion  from  various  neighborhood  groups 
during  the  course  of  the  Residential  Zoning  Studyo    Most  recent- 
ly, the  Glen  Park  Association  has  suggested  an  R-1  through  R-6 
nomenclature  as  being  less  confusing  than  that  which  has  been 
proposedo 

The  Department  believes  the  proposed  RH,  RM  andxRC' nomen- 
clature best  indicates  the  character  and  general  puTj^^  . se  of 
existing  residential  neighborhoods  to  both  developers  and 
property  owners »    Any  nomenclature  using  the  same  R-numeral 
system  of  the  present  Planning  Code  would  be  confusing  to  pro- 
perty owners,  as  significant  regulation  differences  are  pro- 
posed even  where  existing  and  proposed  districts  approximate 
each  other  in  permitted  density.. 

No  Change o 

10 o  Change  RH  (Residential,  Mixed),  districts  label  to  RA  C-v'esi- 
dent  i  al .  Ap  ar  tme  nt ) 

A  nunber  of  persons  stated  that  the  controls  for  RM  dis- 
tricts would  encourage  construction  of  new  apartment  houses, 
and  as  a  result  if  a  given  RM  district  were  developed  to  the 
maximums  permitted  by  the  proposed  regulations  the  mixed  house 
and  apartment  building  characte-p  nf  the  area  would  be  losto 


/Of 


Thus,  they  felt  an  EA  (Residential,  Apartment)  label  for  areas 
designated  EM  on  the  proposed  Zoning  Map  would  be  a  more  ac- 
curate description  of  the  end  result  of  placing  property  in 
this  classif icationo 

Although  it  is  likely  that  most  new  development  in  the 
EM  districts  villi  be  apartment  buildings,  the  open  space,  build- 
ing from  and  density  standards  applicable  to  the  EM  districts 
have  been  carefully  chosen  to  cause  a  complementary  relation- 
ship between  old  and  nevi  development o     The  EM  purpose  and  con- 
cept appears  to  be  accepted  generally  by  the  public,  and  a 
change  in  the  label  seems  unwarranted o 

ITo  Change  o 

11  o  Only  principal  use  v/ould  be  the  existing  use. 

The  Inner  Sunset  Action  Committee  suggested  that  the  only 
uses  permitted  in  E  districts  without  special  City  Planning 
Commission  authorization  should  be  existing  uses  replacing 
existing  uses  with  the  same  activity,  intensity  and  building 
form,  and  new  uses  on  already  vacant  lots  consistent  with  land 
uses  on  adjacent  properties..    All  other  new  development  would 
require  conditional  use  authorization;  maximum  development 
would  still  be  bound  by  densities  applicable  under  the  proposed 
zoning  district  designations c 

This  suggestion  did  not  appear  to  have  substantial  citizen 
support.     The  suggestion  strongly  encourages  retention  of  the 
status  quoo     Changes  would  only  be  possible  if  developers  of 
property  owners  were  willing  to  endure  the  filing  fees,  applica- 
tions, hearings  and  costs  involvedo 

This  suggestion  ^^^ould  make  addition    of  new  housing  ex- 
tremely difficult,  and,  without  the  exercise  of  great  care  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission,  could  have  results  that  would 
be  contrary  to  equal  protection  requirements  of  zoning  law. 

No  Change, 

12,  Make  two  types  of  P  districtso 

The  Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council  suggested  that  the 
P  district  should  have  two  sub-categories  to  separate  those 
public  properties  that  contain  or  are  proposed  for  buildings, 
and  those  public  properties  that  exist  or  are  proposed  primarily 
as  open  space. 


I 


This  suggestion  nay  "be  incorporated  through  use  of 
the  existing   0S_,  Open  Space  district  that  is  an  overlay  district 
for  most  P  district  properties  intended  as  open  space  under  the 
City's  Master  Piano     However,  some  modifications  of  the  OS  dis- 
trict mapping  may  "be  warranted  under  a  separate  study,  due  to 
changes  that  have  been  made  to  public   land  holdings  since  the  adop- 
tion in  1972  of  the  city\;ide  height'  and  bulk  controls  containing  the 
OS  district, 

No  Change o 


13o  limit  RC-1  district  uses  „ 

The  Noe  Valley  Neighbors  Association  suggested  that  the  only 
uses  permitted  above  the  ground  floor  in  RC-1  districts  should  be 
those  uses  permitted  in  an  RM-1  district,  vjith  the  exception  of 
philanthropic  offices  which  could  be  allowed  as  conditional  uses 
subject  to  certain  criteriao 

The  RC-1  district  was  established  to  reflect  a  certain 
neighborhood  character  common  to  a  number  of  locations  for  neigh- 
borhood convenience  shopping  throughout  the  city.    Although  re- 
sidential occupancies  are  the  most  common  use  of  upper  floors, 
commercial  uses  do  occur,  often  to  the  benefit  of  both  commer- 
cial and  residential  neighbors.    The  staff  believes  the  sugges- 
tion is  too  restrictive,  doesn't  strike  a  proper  balance  between 
preservation  and  change,  and  might  result  in  a  future  need  to 
reclassify  property  from  RC  to  C  as  the  only  viable  option. 
Additionally,  it  is  believed  that  the  criteria  already  contained 
in  Article  3  for  conditional  uses  are  sufficient  to  provide  the 
protection  sought  by  this  suggestion. 

No  Change, 


1^ Put  I  (Institutional)  district  back  in  proposals  „  . 

The  proposals  set  forth  by  the  Department  on  May  20,  1976, 
included  an  I ,  Institutional  district  to  be  placed  on  the  Zoning 
Map,  and  to  provide  for  the  regiilation  of  existing  large  parcels 
of  land  occupied  by  schools,  churches,  hospitals  and  similar 
institutional  uses.     This  district  made  expansion  of  an  existing 
or  creation  of  a  large,  new  institutional  use  requiring  land  not 
already  designated  as  an  Institutional  district  subject  to  re- 
zoning  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  as  well  as  the  Plan- 
ning Commission,     Significant  changes  to  an  institution  in  an 
I  district  also  required  conditional  use  authorization. 


/O? 

k  


As  a  result  of  extremely  adverse  reaction  to  the  proposed 
I  district  by  almost  all  organized  residential  associations  in 
whose  areas  the  districts  had  been  proposed,  the  Department  de- 
leted the  district  from  the  proposed  amendments  and  remapped 
these  areas  in  a  manner  that  most  closely  reflected  the  character 
of  adjacent  residential  areaSo    A  number  of  hospital  representa- 
tives, noting  that  the  controls  established  for  residential 
development  were  not  designed  with  the  functional  needs  of  in- 
stitutions in  mind,  claim  that  the  resulting  controls  applicable 
to  their  specific  hospitals  are  too  restrictive »    They  expres- 
sed concern  that  this  may  hinder  implementation  of  master  plans 
that  have  been  knov/n  publicly  for  some  timeo    They  request  that 
the    I    district  be  reinstatedo 

Although  the  Department  believes  the  Institutional  dis- 
trict concept  to  be  a  valid  one,  it  recognizes  the  great  amount 
of  time  that  would  be  taken  to  make  the  controls  and  mapping  for 
such  a  district  politically  acceptable,  and  does  not  believe 
the  beneficial  results  that  might  come  from  such  a  district  war- 
rant slowing  adoption  of  the  present  proposals « 

Institutions  that  qualified  for  inclusion  within  the  I  dis- 
trict can  under  the  present  proposal  receive  exemptions  from 
strict  adherence  to  parking, open  space  and  building  from  (except 
height)  standards  of  the  Planning  Code  by  filing  an  application 
for  a  Planned  Unit  Development  authorizationo     Thus, the  lack  of 
an    I    district  in  the  proposed  amendments  will  not  make  it  signif 
cantly  more  difficult  for  institutions  providing  beneficial  com- 
munity services  to  proceed  with  appropriate  changes  or  nev7  build- 
ing programs o 

No  Change 

Give  -preferential  treatment  for  low  and  -moderate-income 
housing;,  ~~~~      "   ■ 

It  was  suggested  that  housing  for  people  of  low  and  moderate 
incomes  should  be  given  special  treatment  under  the  density  limits 
and  the  off-street  parking,  building  height  and  open  space  regu- 
lationso     These  comments  were  made  primarily  with  respect  to  the 
Mission  and  Chinatown/Nob  Hill  areas » 

In  the  proposed  text  senior  citizen  housing  has  been  given 
special  treatment  vjith  respect  to  density,  parking  and  usable 
open  space  ;  this  is  based  upon  ample  evidence  gained  from  existing 
projects  that  demonstrates  such  special  treatment  wouldrhelp  en- 
courage the  construction  of  additional  housing  of  this  type  that 
would  still  relate  well  to  the  character  and  scale  of  surrounding 
buildings  and  not  reduce  neighborhood  livabilityo     Such  evidence 


is  not  availalDle  for  housing  for  people  of  low  and  moderate  in- 
comes o     Testimony  of  developers  of  such,  housing  given  to  the 
Department  during  the  course  of  the  Residential  Zoning  Study  in- 
dicated that  the  degree  of  deviation  required  from  the  proposed 
zoning  standards,  in  order  to  make  projects  for  low  and  moderate., 
income  households  economically  viable  in  most  cases,  would  re- 
sult in  building  bulk  and  activity  levels  out  of  scale  with  exist- 
ing development  of  the  surrounding  neighborhoodo 

Special  treatment  of  this  kind  may  be  impossible  to 
justify  through  zoning,  as  it  appears  contrary  to  the  equal  pro- 
tection requirements  of  zoning  lawo    Exceptions  granted  for  one 
neighborhood  or  one  type  of  construction  could  lead  to  exceptions 
elsev/here  and  for  other  purposes c     Support  for  programs  of  sub- 
sidized housing  should  be  provided  by  government  in  other  wayso 

ITo  Change, 


16 o  Allow  new  corner  stores  by  conditional  use  in  R  districts  „ 

Several  property  owners  and  members  of  the  Residential 
Builders  Association  suggested  that  new  corner  stores  should  be 
allowed  in  residential  districts,    Means  for  allowing  this  would 
be  through  conditional  use  authorization  of  newly  proposed  stores, 
rebuilding  of  existing  nonconforming  stores,  and  restoring  former 
nonconforming  stores  that  have  been  abandoned  under  the  noncon- 
formin  g  use  provisions  of  the  Code, 

Although  in  some  cases  the  approval  of  a  new,  rebuilt  or 
restored  corner  grocery  store  might  be  beneficial  to  the  neigh- 
borhood, the  staff  recommends  against  this  change,  because  the 
nonconforming  use  provisions  of  the  existing  Code  have  been  li- 
beralized considerably  in  the  proposals  to  allow  retention  of 
existing  neighborhood  stores,  because  new  stores  could  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  nearby  neighborhood  shopping  districts,  and 
because  reclassification  of  corner  properties  to  an  RC  district 
where  additional  commercial  development  is  warranted  would  be 
a  more  appropriate  means  to  accomplish  this  objective, 

No  Change, 
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17 .  Allow  conversion  of  nonconforming  "uses  to  comljined  artists' 
housing  and  work  space  , 


Amendment  of  the  proposed  standards  so  as  to  allow  conver- 
sion of  loft-type  space  used  by  nonconforming  uses  in  R  districts 
to  work  and  living  space  for  artists  was  suggested. 

As  the  work  of  artists  is  permitted  as  a  C-1  district  prin- 
cipal use ,  such  activity  would  "be  allowed  without  termination  in 
a  nonconforming  use     structure  in  an  R  district  under  the  pro- 
posed standards;  these  standards  would  also  allow  accessory  liv- 
ing quarters  without  revision. 

No  Change. 

18.  Eliminate  small  hotels  from  R  districts. 

The  Pacific  Heights  Association  suggested  that  hotels  con- 
taining no  more  than  five  rooms,  permitted  as  conditional  uses  in 
RH-2  through  RM--^-  districts  and  principal  uses  ±'\  RC  districts,  he 
prohibited,  as  such  uses  might  detract  from  the  1  ivability  of 
neighborhoods . 

Existing  Planning  Code  provisions  allow  hotels  of  any  size 
as  conditional  uses  in  the  equivalent  of  RH-5  and  more  intensive 
R  districts.     The  proposed  reduction  in  the  size  limitation  would 
allow  only  those  hotels  generally  comparable  in  size  to  a  dwelling 
in  which  the  owner  may  rent  up  to  three  rooms  as  an  accessory  use. 
The  conditional  use  procedures  under  Article  3  will  give  ample 
opportunity  for  public  input ,  and  will  provide  means  to  assure 
compatability  of  such  conditional  uses  with  the  surrounding  neigh- 
borhood. 

The  provision  is  intended  to  allow  a  use  that  can  provide  a 
desirable  or  appropriate  neighborhood  service,  i.  e.,  conveninet 
overnight  accommodations  for  visitors  to  neighborhood  residents 
not  having  sufficiently  large  dwelling  quarters  to  provide  space 
in  their  own  units. 

No  Change . 

19-  Put  special  height  criteria  back  in  Nob  Hill  Special  Use 
District  p'rovisions. 

The  Nob  Hill  Neighbors  Association  expressed  concern  about 
the  elimination  of  criteria  contained  in  the  existing  City  Plannin 


Code  for  review  of  buildings  over  160  feet  high  in  the  Noh  Hill 
Special  Use  Districto 

This  concern  resulted  from  a  misunderstanding  of  the  pro- 
posed new  standards,  which  now  require  conditional  use  review 
of  all  "buildings  over  40  feet  in  height  in  all  R  districts,  in- 
cluding the  area  covered  by  the  Nob  Hill  Special  Use  District., 
Under  proposed  Section  255 »  any  such  building  would  be  required 
to  conform  to  various  criteria  in  the  Code,  and  to  the  Master 
Piano 


20 o    Keep  Land  Use  Lists  as  They  Are  in  Existing  Code. 


The  Marina  Civic  Improvement  and  Property  Owners  Association 
opposed  any  additions  or  changes  to  the  proposed  principal  uses 
in  the  permitted  use  list  for  Residential  Districts o  They 
expressed  desire  was''  to  maintain  the  status  quo  and  its 
accompanying  stabilityo 

The  proposed  use  list  in  most  instances  is  more  restrictive 
than  at  present;  this  would  appear  to  conform  with  earlier  stated 
desires  of  this  Associationo     A  number  of  uses  which  might  have 
adverse  effect  on  a  neighborhood  due  to  building  bulk  or  gen- 
eration of  non-residential  traffic  and  previously  permitted  with- 
out special  review,  are  now  proposed  as  conditional  useso 

A  few  neighborhood-servicing  uses  such  as  small  child  care 
facilities,  not  previously  permitted  in  the  most  restrictive 
neighborhoods,  have  been  added  to  the  permitted  use  listo  Such 
uses  allow  decentralized  services  or  open  space  which,  many  city 
residents  f eel , are  activities  whose  presence  increases  the 
stability  of  the  neighborhoods c 


/// 


ARTICLE  2:     CHANGES  NOT.  EECOMMENDED  BUT  PRESENTED  FOR  CONSIDERATION 

I.     Density  ratios  for  dwellings  on  larg;e  sites,  RH-1,  RH-l(S)  , 
RH-2,  RH-3^. 

The  Planning  Comniission  requested  that  text  he  prepared 
for  consideration  that  would  reduce  the  number  of  dwelling  units 
that  vould  be  permitted  through  conditional  use  procedures  on 
large  sites  in  RH-1,  R-l(S) ,  RH-2  and  RH-5  districts.     The  text 
shown  in  Appendix  B  -  Article  2,  Change  No.  I  is  for  this  purpose. 

However,  the  Department  believes  such  lower  density  is 
overly  restrictive.    With  such  changes,  smaller  lots  in  the 
same  districts  would  be  permitted  two  to  three  times  the  density 
permitted  large  parcels.     This  conditional  use  provision  was 
designed  to  apply  to  unique  parcels  of  land;  adequate  protection 
from  abuse  is  provided  by  the  criteria  for  conditional  uses  con- 
tained in  the  Code, 


II.    Various  institutions  in  RH-l(D) ,  RH-1,  RH-l(S)  , 

It  has  been  suggested  that  all  Residential  districts  should 
be  allowed  as  potential  sites  for  new  conditional  use  hospitals 
and  medical  centers,  large  residential  care  facilities, philan- 
thropic facilities,  and  post-secondary  educational  institutions, 
instead  of  just  the  RH-2  and  more  intensive  R  districts  as  pre- 
sently proposed.     It  has  been  said  that  the  higher  density 
neighborhoods  should  not  have  to  bear  all  the  burden  of  such  in- 
stitutions. 

Since  I960  these  institutions  have  been  allowed  only  in 
two-family  or  more  intensive  districts.     It  is  unlikely  that 
it  is  necessary  to  open  up  the  one-family  districts  to  find  ade- 
quate sites  for  future  institutions.     Residents  in  these  dis- 
tricts could  be  expected  to  oppose  such  institutions. 

Although  the  staff  does  not  recommend  a  change,  text  has 
■-■een  prepared  for  consideration:  Appendix  B  -  Article  2,  Change 
No,  II, 


III„  Philanthropic  facilities  in  RH-2,  RH-3,  RM-1 ,  RM-2,  RM-3,  R^ 

It  has  been  suggested  that  provision  of  beneficial  and 
desirable  citywide  or  neighborhood  services  would  be  aided  by 
allowing  philanthropic  facilities  in  RH-2  and  more  intensive  R 
districts,  as  well  as  in  C  and  M  districts.    Protection  against 
adverse  impacts  could  be  provided  through  use  of  conditional  use 
procedures. 


Such  uses  are  permitted  as  conditional  uses  in  R-2  and 
more  intensive  R  districts  under  the  present  Code,  but  because 
these  activities  can  have  the  same  operational  characteristics 
of  offices  not  permitted  in  Residential  districts,  often  serve 
people  from  outside  the  adjacent  neighborhood,  and  can  be  located 
in  neighborhood  shopping  areas,  the  Department  recommended  on 
May  20,  1976,  the  deletion  of  this  broad,  and  generally  undefined, 
category  of  uses  as  permitted  uses  in  RH  and  RM  districts.  No 
reversal  of  this  earlier  recommendation  is  being  made  by  the  staff 
however,  draft  language  for  such  a  revision  has  been  prepared 
for  Planning  Commission  consideration:  Appendix  B  -  Article  2, 
Change  No.  III. 


I"^-     C-1  and  C-2  district  uses  as  conditional  uses  in  R  districts 
on  landmark  sites  and  in  historic  districts^ 

The  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  and  the  Founda- 
tion for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  have  suggested 
that  the  ability  to  allow  uses  otherwise  prohibitted  in  Residen- 
tial districts  as  specially  controlled  occupants  of  landmark  sites 
and  in  historic  districts  zoned  R  may  make  the  preservation  of 
endangered  landmarks  more  feasible. 

Although  the  Department  Staff  is  not  convinced  that 
such  a  provision  would  be  wise  or  is  even  legal,  draft  text  has 
been  prepared:  Appendix  B  -  Article  2,  Change  No«>  IV, 

This  text  is  purposely  broad  in  terms  of  the  uses  that 
could  be  allowed  in  a  structure  on  a  landmark  site  or  in  a  his- 
toric district,  as  the  staff  found  it  impossible  to  make  a  non- 
arbitrary  ranking  of  the  C-1  and  C-2  permitted  uses  based  upon 
anticipated  resident  benefits  and  acceptance  and  potential  de- 
trimental effects  of  the  uses.     In  addition,  criteria  for  ap- 
proval would  be  extremely  difficult  to  develop  and  have  not  been 
provided. 

In  the  past,  several  officially  designated  landmarks 
in  San  Francisco  have  been  authorized  in  high  density  Residential 
districts  for  conversion  to  conditional  use  professional  offices, 
partially  on  the  basis  that  such  authorization  would  help  rep 
serve  them.     Such  conditional  use  authoriza1t±ons  are  no'  longer 
permitted  under  the  present  proposals,  but,  if  the  threat  to 
such  landmarks  was  the  potential  replacement  by  a  high  density 
dwelling,  preservation  is  now  encouraged  by  the  reduced  building 
density  and  bulk  permitted  on  most  existing  and  potential  resi- 
dentially  zoned  landmark  sites. 


/f3 


Adoption  of  the  suggestion  would  require  very  careful 
administrationo     It  is  probable  that  the  Planning  Cominission  and 
Landmarks  Board  would  be  faced  with  a  number  of  unmeritorious 
proposals  for  landmark  designation  of  property  in  attempts  to 
qualify  for  economic  benefits  under  what  might  otherwise  be  con- 
sidered spot  zoning.     In  addition,  meritorious  potential  landmarks 
might  receive  local  opposition  to  designation,  based  on  fears  con- 
cerning future  permitted  occupancies. 


ARTICLE  lo2:     RECOMMENDED  CHANGES 


1 .  Set-backs  for  properties  separated  from  nearest  "building; 
by  undeveloped  lots 

Presently,  Section  132  requires  provision  of  a  front  set-back 
for  new  development  if  the  nearest  existing  adjacent  dwelling  on  the 
same  block  frontage  is  set  back  from  the  front  property  line,  no 
matter  how  far  that  dx^elling  may  be  from  the  subject  loto  Builders 
have  expressed  concern  that  this  provision  is  overly  restrictive  in 
areas  consisting  of  a  string  of  undeveloped  lots  with  only  a  few 
random  existing  dwellings  having  set-backs » 

In  such  cases  no  pattern  of  set-backs  has  been  established,  and 
protection  of  views,  light  and  air  for  the  few  existing  dwelling 
with  set-backs,  the  basic  purpose  of  Section  132,  could  be  provided 
sufficiently  by  requiring  set-backs  for  development  only  on  lots  at 
a  distance  of  50  feet  or  less  from  a  lot  containing  a  dwelling  with 
a  set-back.. 

Recommended  Change :     Appendix  A  -  Article  lo2,  Change  Noo  lo 

2o  Clarification  of  alternative  method  of  averaging  set-backs 

Some  persons  suggested  that  the  existing  language  of  Section 
152(b)  is  unclear  regarding  the  area  to  be  averaged  in  the  case  of 
maximum  15-foot  deep  set-backs o     A  minor  change  in  the  text  will 
make  it  clear  that  the  area  averaged  is  15  feet  times  the  lot  width 

Recommended  Ghmge :     Appendix  A  -  Article  lo2,  Change  NOo  2= 

5°  Set-backs  required  for  corner  lots 

Various  builders  and  architects  have  suggested  that  the  pro- 
posed text  requiring  the  same  set-back  for  corner  lot  development 
as  exists  on  an  adjacent  lot,  up  to  a  maximum  of  15  feet,  is  too 
restrictive o     They  contend  that  a  set-back  on  a  corner  lot  equal  to 
one-half  the  adjacent  set-back  would  protect  the  view,  light  and  air 
amenities  of  the  existing  set-backo 

The  set-back  pattern  resulting  from  such  a  change  would  be 
similar  to  patterns  established  by  legislated  set-backs  in  numerous 
areas  of  the  cityc 

Recommended  Change:     Appendix  A  -  Article  lo2.  Change  Noo  5° 


^»  Basic  rear  yard  requirement  for  RH-l(D),  RH-1,  RH-l(S) 

Although  the  proposed  text  liberalizes  the  types  and  amounts  of 
obstructions  permitted  in  required  yard  areas,  in  contrast  to  ob- 
structions permitted  under  the  existing  City  Planning  Code  and  in 
proposed  changes  initiated  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  May  20, 
1976,  concern  over  the  restrictive  nature  of  the  45  per  cent  rear 
yard  standard  for  EH-l(D),  EH-1,  and  EH-l(S)  districts  continues  to 
be  expressed  by  many  builders,  architects  and  property  owners..  They 
contend  that  renovation  of  one-family  dwellings  to  meet  contemporary 
living  standards  can  often  not  be  achieved  practicably  under  the 
proposed  45  per  cent  standard o     Frequently  rear  yard  averaging,  a 
technique  often  allowing  greater  building  depths  then  otherwise  per- 
mitted by  the  45  per  cent  standard  in  RH-2  or  more  intensively  zoned 
areas,  can  not  be  used  in  EH-l(D),  EE-1  and  RH-l(S)  districts  because 
all  of  the  adjacent  dwellings  are  uniformly  short o     They  contend 
that  the  indoor  living  areas  and  room  layouts  of  new  infill  one- 
family  dwellings  are  also  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  rear 
yard  standard »     This  effect  is  particularly  severe  when  the  property 
is  also  subject  to  front  set-back  requirements o     Retention  of  the 
proposed  rear  yard  standard  may  force  construction  of  multiple-floor 
dwellings  in  neighborhoods  characterized  byconstruction  of  lesser 
height o 

The  proposed  standard  had  impeded  recent  reasonable  construc- 
tion proposals  submitted  to  the  Zoning  Administrator  and  resulted  in 
a  number  of  variance  applications »     Return  to  the  25  per  cent  rear 
yard  standard  initiated  by  the  Commission  as  an  interim  control  for 
RH-l(D),  RH-1  and  RH-l(S)  districts  between  March  51,  1977,  and  Dec- 
ember 8,  1977,  appears  appropriate » 

Recommended  Change:     Appendix  A  -  Article  lo2.  Change  Noc  4, 

5°  Location  of  rear  building  wall  of  ad.jacent  building  for 
reduction  of  rear  yard  requirements 

The  reduction  of  the  basic  45  per  cent  rear  yard  in  RH-2,  RH-3, 
RM-1  and  RM-2  districts  permitted  under  Section  134(c)  through  aver- 
aging the  depths  of  adjacent  buildings  must  be  carefully  defined  so 
that  minor  building  extensions  on  adjacent  lots  do  not  result  in 
out-of -scale  construction  on  thr  middle  loto     To  prevent  this,  the 
proposed  text  defined  the  location  of  the  adjacent  rear  building 
wall  as  the  line  of  greatest  depth  of  any  portion  of  the  adjacent 
building  at  least  20  feet  high  which  is  closer  to  the  subject  lot 
than  five  feet,  or  one-fifth  the  width  of  the  adjoining  lot,  which- 
ever is  greater o 

In  a  number  of  applications  filed  with  the  Department  since  the 
drafting  of  the  proposed  text  it  has  been  found  that  buildings  which 
occupy  a  significent  proportion  of  the  rear  lot  area  of  their  re- 
spective lots  and  cause  shadow  and  reduced  view    potential  for  the 


middle  lot  are  too  far  from  the  lot  line  to  qualify  for  consideration 
in  reducing  the  rear  yard  on  the  middle  loto 

To  correct  this  inappropriate  limitation  on  the  use  of  adjacent 
buildings  for  reducing  the  otherwise  required  rear  yard  depth,  it  is 
recommended  that  the  language  concerning  the  distance  of  the  adja- 
cent building  wall  from  the  lot  line  be  eliminated,  and  that  lang- 
uage be  substituted  requiring  that  any  rear  building  wall  used  for 
rear  yard  reduction  purposes  by  at  least  one-half  the  width  of  the 
adjoining  loto 

Recommended  Change:     Appendix  A  -  Article  lo2,  Change  Noo  5o 

60  Clarification  of  requirement  of  usable  open  space  for  each 
specific  unit 

A  number  of  persons  found  the  proposed  text  of  Section  155 ?  re- 
quiring usable  open  space  for  dwellings  and  group  housing  structures 
in  R,  C  and  M  districts,  to  be  unclear  as  to  the  nature  of  the  open 
space  required,  and  its  relationship  to  individual  dwelling  units 
in  dwellings  and  bedrooms  in  group  housing  structures = 

Minor  language  changes  are  recommended  to  prevent  future  mis- 
understanding of  the  basic  intent  of  this  Sectiono 

Recommended  Change :    Appendix  A  -  Article  1=2,  Change  Noo  60 

7o  Household  utility  space  as  usable  open  space 

The  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  suggested  that 
the  term  "household  utility  space",  noted  in  Section  155(a)  as  one 
of  the  uses  for  usable  open  space,  might  result  in  the  placement  of 
inappropriate  structures  in  areas  required  by  the  Code  for  usable 
open  spaceo 

Deletion  of  these  words  would  prevent  future  misunderstandingo 

Recommended  Change :     Appendix  A  -  Article  lc2.  Change  No.,  7» 

80  Percentage  of  usable  open  space  which  must  be  private, 

9o  Usable  open  space  for  dwellings  for  senior  citizens  and 
physically  handicapped  persons;  and 

10.  Private  usable  open  space  required,  RH-2 

Section  155(d)  2  of  the  proposed  text  specifies  that  a  minimum 
percentage  of  the  usable  open  space  required  by  the  Code  must  be 
private  space  rather  than  common..     It  Was  suggested  that  this  private 


//7 


I 


space  requirement  is  too  restrictive,  and  that  the  greater  construc- 
tion costs  that  may  be  associated  with  locating  private  open  space 
may  make  it  difficult  to  provide  housing  for  high-need  households o 

Also  linked,  in  part,  to  cost  factors  was  the  suggestion  that 
no  usable  open  space  be  required  for  dwellings  designed  for  senior 
citizens  and  physically  handicapped  persons »     Attention  was  called 
to  the  somewhat  unique  provision  of  indoor  common  activity  areas  in 
such  housing,  and  to  some  existing  San  Francisco  housing  of  this 
type  in  which  outdoor  open  space  that  was  provided  is  not  being  usedo 

It  was  suggested  tuat  more  usable  open  space  should  be  re- 
quired in  RH-2  districts,  where  dwelling  units  will  be  occupied 
often  by  families  with  small  childreno 

Deletion  of  the  private  usable  open  space  requirement  would 
not  be  detrimental  to  the  quality  of  future  housing,  and  would 
permit  greater  flexibility  in  building  designo     Provision  of  private 
usable  open  space  probably  will  occur  in  many  new  project  without 
its  being  mandated  by  the  Code., 

HUD* representatives  in  San  Francisco  indicate  that  provision 
of  some  usable  open  space  for  senior  citizens  and  physically  handi- 
capped persons  is  desirable,  and  existing  projects  show  that  such 
space  is  used  if  designed  with  protection  from  adverse  climatic 
conditions.,     In  addition,  the  provision  of  usable  open  space,  often 
on  balconies  and  roof  decks  in  the  case  of  senior  citizen  housing, 
helps  to  break  up  apparent  building  bulk  and  blend  the  building 
facade  with  other  neighborhood  dwellings »     A  reduction  in  the  amount 
of  space  required  to  one-half  the  space  required  for  other  dwellings 
would  recognize  the  lesser  needs  of  such  persons  for  open  space  and 
the  indoor  common  areas  also  provided  in  senior  citizen  housing = 

An  increase  in  the  amount  of  usable  open  space  required,  if 
all  private,  for  each  dwelling  unit  in  EH-2  districts  from  100 
square  feet  to  125  square  feet  would  be  more  consistent  with  the 
probable  occupancy  of  such  units c 

Recommended  Change :     Appendix  A  -  Article  lo2,  Change  Nos o  8,  9 

and  lOo 

11 o  Correction  of  typographical  error 

Section  136(a)  1  of  the  proposed  text  contains  a  typographical 
error. 

Recommended  Change :     Appendix  A  -  Article  1,2,  Change  Noo  11= 
*      U.  So  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT » 


12o  Separation  of  bay  windows  and  "balconies  from  "b-uildings 
flush  to  property  line 


Representatives  of  the  Associated  Building  Industry  suggested 
that  the  space  required  to  separate  bay  windows  and  balconies  from 
the  adjoining  property  line  under  Section  156(c)2(G)  of  the  proposed 
text,  while  meaningful  for  bays  and  balconies  projecting  beyond  the 
side  facade  of  adjacent  buildings,  had  no  purpose  when  adjacent  to 
building  walls  flush  to  the  adjoining  property  line. 

Deletion  of  the  separation  requirement  in  such  limited  cases 
would  permit  greater  flexibility  in  building  designo 

Recommended  Change ;    Appendix  A  -  Article  lo2,  Change  Noo  12= 

15 »  Railings  above  structures  permitted  in  required  open  areas 

It  was  suggested  that  railings  should  be  permitted  to  provide 
safe  access  and  use  as  open  space  of  all  horizontal  surfaces  that 
resulted  from  obstructions  permitted  in  required  open  areas  under 
Section  135o 

Such  railings  would  not  be  detrimental  to  adjacent  properties, 
and  would  provide  greater  flexibility  in  design  and  increased  op- 
portunity for  amenities  for  dwelling  occupants « 

14 o  Decorative  open  railings  and  grill  work  permitted  in  required 
open  areas 

It  was  noted  that  decorative  wrought  iron  fences  and  gates  up 
to  six  feet  in  height,  often  used  to  protect  front  set-backs  in  areas 
characterized  by  Victorian  dwellings,  would  be  prohibited  by  the 
three-foot  height  limit  established  for  fences  in  set-backs  under 
Section  156(c)l6  of  the  proposed  texto 

Addition  of  decorative  open  railings  and  grill  work  as  a  per- 
mitted obstruction  would  allow  protection  and  enhancement  of  this 
particular  design  characteristic  of  these  older  neighborhoods  with- 
out detrimental  effect  on  nearby  properties o 

Recommended  Change:     Appendix  A  -  Article  1=2,  Change  NOo  14= 

15 ■>  Clarification  concerning;  permitted  rear  building  extensions 

It  was  suggested  that  the  maximum  height  of  building  extensions 
permitted  under  Section  135(c)24  (now  renumbered  as  Section  136(c)25) 
was  unclearo 


Changes  to  the  language  of  this  section  would  remove  any  exist- 
ing ambiguity o 

Recommended  Change:     Appendix  A  -  Article  lo2,  Change  NOo  15= 

16 o  Height  of  p;arages  in  required  set-backs 

It  was  suggested  that  on  very  steep  up-sloping  lots  the  height 
of  garages  permitted  by  re-numbered  Section  156(c)27  in  set-backs 
could  be  out  of  scale  with  existing  development  and  be  counter  to 
the  visual  openness  intended  in  such  set-backs o 

A  restriction  in  height  of  garages  in  such  instan»3s  to  10  feet 
above  grade,  or  the  floor  level  of  the  adjacent  first  floor  of  oc- 
cupency  on  the  subject  property,  whichever  height  is  less,  would  be 
consistent  with  the  intent  of  this  provision  to  allow  flexibility 
in  design  without  resulting  in  excess  building  bulko 

Recommended  Change :     Appendix  A  -  Article  lo2,  Change  Noo  16= 

17-  Garages  on  corner  lots  in  required  set-backs  and  yards 

Under  re-numbered  Sections  156(c)28  and  29  of  the  proposed  text 
garages  are  permitted  obstructions  in  required  set-backs  and  yards 
in  certain  circumstances  where  adjacent  building  configurations  and 
street  patterns  make  such  obstructions  appropriate,  but  the  language 
of  these  two  provisions  is  not  applicable  to  corner  lotSo 

A  change  in  the  language  would  indicate  that  corner  lots  may 
be  treated  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  for  interior  lots  in  such 
circumstance So 

Recommended  Change :     Appendix  A  -  Article  lo2.  Change  No=  17 <> 

18 o  Screening  of  parking  in  buildings  and  parting  lots 

Some  neighborhood  associations  have  suggested  that  the  present 
language  of  proposed  Section  1^2  could  be  construed  to  allow  the  in- 
appropriate visual  exposure  of  off-street  parkingo 

Minor  language  changes  will  clearly  preclude  such  exposure. 

Recommended  Change:     Appendix  A  -  Article  lo2,  Change  Noo  18 » 

19c  Minimum  width  of  entrances  to  parking,  RH-2,  RH-3,  RM-1,  RM-2 

The  provisions  of  Section  l-^^Cb)  to  limit  the  width  of  parking 
entrances  for  dwellings  in  RH-2,  RH-3,  RM-1  and  RM-2  to  no  more  than 
30  per  cent  of  the  width  of  the  ground  story  along  a  street  lot  line 


with  a  minimuni  width  allowed  for  such  entrances  of  10  feet,  evoked 
extensive  expressions  of  concern  from  buiilders,  architects,  and 
several  groups  concerned  about  providing  housing  for  high-need  house- 
holds.   They  noted  that  on  lots  approximately  25  feet  wide  these 
limitations  prevented  realization  of  the  density  otherwise  permitted 
in  these  districts =     A  number  of  precise  building  plans  demonstra- 
ting the  limitations  were  reviewed  with  the  Department  by  represent- 
atives of  the  Residential  Builders  Associationo 

Greater  design  flexibility  to  allow  the  practical  construction 
of  dwellings  with  two,  three  or  more  units  on  lots  of  typical  size 
can  still  be  achieved  by  adding  a  clause  to  this  section  that  deletes 
the  10-foot  provision  and  states  that  in  no  event  shall  a  lot  be 
limited  by  the  provisions  of  Section  l-^Cb)  to  a  single  such  entrance 
of  less  than  16  feet  in  width,  regardless  of  the  30  pe^?  cent  limit- 
ationo     Continuation  of  the  language  establishing  a  maximum  width 
for  entrances  on  wider  lots  of  20  feet,  with  a  minimum  separation 
of  six  feet,  will  still  prevent  abuse  of  the  more  liberal  provision, 
avoiding  unduly  disruptive  and  unsightly  driveways » 

Recommended  Change:     Appendix  A  -  Article  lo2.  Change  Noo  19= 

20 o  Entrances  to  dwelling  units  as  an  alternative  to  stepping  of 
building,  RM-1  and  RM-2 

Architects  who  aided  the  Department  during  the  Residential  Zoning 
Study  is  preparing  provisions  that  would  discourage  out-of-scale 
buildings  in  RM-1  and  RM-2  districts  suggested  that  mandatory  use 
of  separate  entrances  to  break  up  wide  building  facades  was,  on 
further  study,  found  unnecessary  to  implement  this  objective o  In- 
stead, such  a  design  solution  could  be  used  as  an  alternative  to 
vertical  or  horizontal  stepping  of  the  front  building  facade » 

Furthermore,  the  mandatory  requirement  for  individual  entrances 
drew  concern  from  those  involved  in  providing  housing  for  senior 
citizens  and  physically  handicapped  persons,  because  the  additional 
entrances  might  reduce  security  for  the  occupants.. 

Recommended  Change :     Appendix  A  -  Article  lo2.  Change  Noo  20= 


ARTICLE  lo2;     CHANGES  NOT  EECOMMENDED 


21  o     Permit  solar  p;reenIioiises  and  energ;y  devices  as  obstructions 
in  set-backs,  yards  and  usable  open  space. 


A  number  of  persons  and  groups  sponsoring  the  use  of  solar 
energy  devices  to  reduce  energy  consumption  and  encourage  family 
gardens  in  San  Francisco  have  suggested  that  special  provisions 
be  added  to  the  Code  to  permit  the  obst^puction  of  otiH?wise  re- 
quired set-backs,  yards  and  usable  open  space  by  these  devices. 

This  is  a  complex  matter  which  needs  additional  study  before 
suggestion  of  specific  Code  changes.     The  time  frame  for  com- 
pletion of  public  hearings  on  these  residential  zoning  changes 
before  the  City  Planning  Commission  is  insufficient  for  thorough 
review  of  the  benefits  of  providing  such  devices,  the  adverse 
effects,  if  any,  the  devices  would  have  on  adjacent  properties, 
and  the  restrictions  that  construction  of  such  devices  might 
place  on  future  development  on  adjacent  or  nearby  lots  as  a  result 
of  implied  sun  rights. 

Some  encouragement,  or  at  least  elimination  of  impediments 
of  the  existing  City  Planning  Code  to  provision  of  solar  and  wind 
energy,  already  has  been  afforded  by  exempting  panels  or  devices 
for  the  collection  of  solar  or  wind  energy  from  citywide  height 
limits  under  proposed  Section  260(b)l(A), 

No  Change, 


22,     Apply  set-back  requirements  in  C  districts. 


The  Eureka  Valley  Promotion  Association  suggested  that  the 
addition  of  set-back  requirements  for  C  and  RC  districts  in  the 
same  manner  as  in  RE  and  Wi  districts  would  prevent  possible  loss 
of  amenities  provided  in  some  of  these  districts  by  existing 
unlegislated  set-backs. 

However,  few  C  or  RC  districts  have  an  established  set-back 
pattern  that  has  resulted  in  any  real  amenity  to  either  residents 
or  shoppers.     Requirements  for  preservation  of  existing  set-backs 
could  discourage  the  appropriate  renovation  of  existing  buildings, 
and  the  creation  of  needed  housing  or  beneficial  commercial 
services  because  of  the  limited  amount  of  ground  floor  area,  even 
without  a  required  set-back,  available  on  most  typical  C  or  RC 
lots  for  residential  lobbies,  commercial  space  and  off-street 


parking.     In  the  RC-1  district  the  grade  level  rear  yard  re- 
quirement might  have  to  be  eliminated  if  front  set-backs  were 
required  in  order  to  provide  a  reasonable  amount  of  ground  level 
floor  area, 

Further  study  of  building  forms  permitted  or  encouraged 
in  C  districts  should  be  included  in  the  future  comprehensive 
commercial  and  industrial  zoning  study  to  be  conducted  by  the 
Department , 

No  o  Change , 

25=     Modify  Section  143  to  include  EH-2  and  5H-3. 

Some  architects  suggested  extension  of  the  provision 
requiring  vertical  or  horizontal  stepping  in  the  facades  of  wide 
buildings  to  dwellings  in  RH-2  and  EB-3  districts « 

This  provision  has  as  its  purpose  the  assurance  that  wider 
buildings  that  may  be  encouraged  by  the  density  provisions  of 
the  RM  districts  are  compatible  with  the  established  mixture  of 
houses  and  apartment  houses  found  in  EM-1  and  IM-2  districts. 
The  density  standards  applicable  in  EH  districts,  on  the  other  hand, 
discourage  merger  of  lots  and  the  consequent  creation  of  wider 
buildings  that  might  be  out  of  scale  with  existing  houses  in 
these  districts.     Therefore,  extension  of  the  provision  appears 
to  be  unnecessary. 

No ,  Change , 

24,     Change  definition  of  the  steep  up-hill  slope  in  which  garages 
are  permitted  obstructions  in  set-backs,  liberalizing  what 
' is  allowed. 


Section  136(c)  26  (now  re-numbered  as  Section  136(c)  27) 
permits  garages  as  obstructions  in  set-backs  when  the  required 
open  area  ascends  from  the  street  lot  line  to  the  set-back  line  at  a 
rate  in  excess  of  50  per  cent.    It  was  suggested  this  slope  should 
be  less. 

The  proposed  slope  provision  is  unchanged  from  the  present 
Code,  and  its  workability  has  been  proven  during  the  years  the 
existing  Code  has  been  in  effect,     A  height  limit  of  10  feet  above 
grade  is  recommended^  as  stated  earlier  m  this  report o 

No,  Cbange, 


25 o     Limit  pitched  roof  in  jieisht  measurement o 


Unanticipated  view  "blockage  has  occasionally  occurred 
because  the  present  provisions  of  Section  260(a)  permit  the 
required  height  limits  to  be  measured  to  the  mid-point  of  sloped 
or  pitched  roofs.     Such  a  rule  for  measurement  is  the  common  one 
in  zoning  restrictionso     It  has  been  suggested  that  the  method  of 
measuring  height  should  place  stricter  limits  on  pitched  roofs » 

Although  such  limits  would  reduce  viev;  blockage  in  some 
cases,  minor  blockage  of  views  would  still  occur  in  many- 
instances  of  new  construction  and  additions  to  existing  buildings o 
Furthermore,  appropriate  renovation  of  many  tall,  older,  Victorian- 
style  dwellings  might  be  allowed  only  by  reclassifying  the 
applicable  height  limit  districts  if  the  present  allowance  for 
pitched  roofs  is  not  retained  in  the  Code. 

No .  Change . 


26 o     Allow  a  combination  of  building  extensions  permitted  as 
obstructions  under  Section  136Cc)  2^ 


Residential  builders  suggested  that  the  two  types  of 
building  extensions  permitted  as  obstructions  in  yards  under 
Section  136(c)  24-  (now  re-numbered  as  Section  156(c)  25)  could  be 
combined  without  adverse  effects  on  adjacent  properties,  while 
providing  increased  indoor  living  space = 

Studies  of  the  shadow-producing  and  building  mass 
characteristics  of  such  combined  building  extensions  indicate 
substantial  adverse  effects  on  adjacent  propertieso 

No  o  Change  o 


27 <.    Apply  facade  modulations  required  under  Section  145  to  side 
walls  on  corner  lots= 


It  was  suggested  that  requiring  modulatioci  of  both  street 
facades  in  the  case  of  wide  or  deep  frontages  of  dwellings  on 
corner  lots  would  increase  the  compatibility  of  such  structures 
with  the  mix  of  houses  and  apartment  buildings  found  in  EM-1  and 
EM-2  districts o     The  proposed  provision  currently  applies  only 
to  the  front  of  the  buildingo 


Although  this  is  probably  true,  the  staff  believes  that 
such  broadening  of  the  application  of  this  provision  would  result 
in  extremely  complex  and  expensive  buildings,  particularly 
on  sloped  lots,  thereby  discouraging  construction  of  otherwise 
appropriate  and  needed  housing o 

No  Change.. 


28,     Require  finish  materials  on  side  walls  exposed  to  street 
next  to  ad,iacent  set-backo 

It  was  suggested  that  a  provision  be  added  to  require  that 
vermin-proof  blind  side  walls,  required  by  the  San  Francisco 
Biilding  Code,  when  exposed  to  the  street  due  to  a  required  set- 
back or  facade  modulation?  be  finished  with  the  same  materials 
as  the  front  wall  of  the  building.     The  purpose  of  this  provision 
would  be  to  improve  the  appearance  of  new  buildings. 

Although  builders  and  architects  should  be  encouraged  to 
consider  the  appearance  of  all  building  facades  exposed  to  public 
view,  the  staff  believes  that  mandating  building  materials  under 
the  zoning  ordinance  is  inappropriate.     In  addition,  there  is  no 
assurance  that  materials  used  on  the  front  facade  will  be  attract 
or  appropriate  for  the  blind  wall. 

No  Change, 


29c     Apply  ground  story  treatment  provisions,  RH-2,  BM-1 , 

EM-2,  and  moderation  of  front  of  building,  BM-1 ,  RM-2,  to 
all  buildings. 


The  Pacific  Heights  Neighborhood  Council  suggested  that  the 
provisions  of  Sections  144  and  14-5,  designed  to  make  the  scale  of 
new  dwellings  in  EEI-2,  RH-3,  RM-1  and  RM-2  districts  compatible 
with  existing  dwellings  in  those  districts,  be  extended  to  all 
buildings  permitted  in  those  districts. 

Almost  all  buildings  other  than  dwellings  permitted  in 
RH-2,  RH-5,  EM-1  and  RM-2  require  conditional  use  authorization, 
Compatability  with  the  architectural  character  and  scale  of  the 
surrounding  neighborhood  is  included  in  the  numerous  criteria 
used  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  reviewing  application  for 
conditional  uses. 

No  Change , 


50 o     Allow  more  encroach.ment  for  cantilevered  decks  into  required- 


yards  o 


Tile  Residential  Builders  Association  suggested  that  greater 
encroachment  of  cantilevered  decks  would  make  it  more  economically 
feasible  to  provide  required  private  usable  open  spaceo 

The  previously  described  recommendation  for  deletion  of 
mandatory  requirements  for  private  usable  open  space  makes  this 
change  unnecessary. 

No  Change, 


31°    Allow  more  projection  for  balconies. 

The  Associated  Building  Industry  suggested  that  balconies, 
which  must  have  a  minimum  depth  of  six  feet  to  serve  as  usable  open 
space,  should  be  permitted  to  project  the  full  six  feet  into 
required  set-backs  for  widths  of  up  to  16  or  17  feet. 

This  degree  of  projection  would  unduly  compromise  the  open 
area  of  the  required  set-backs. 

No  Change, 


52 o     Permit  full  two-story  extension  into  required  yard  area. 


Builders  suggested  that  a  two- story  building  extension  should 
be  permitted  into  required  yards. 

Within  certain  limitations  this  is  already  provided  for  under 
Section  136(c)  2^-  (now  re-numbered  as  Section  136(c)  25)= 

No  Change, 


55 °     Remove  time  inequities  in  applying  set-back  and  rear  yard 
requirements. 


Builders  suggested  changes  should  be  considered  that  would 
discourage  the  development  strategies  that  builders  or  property 
owners  will  use  on  a  series  of  lots  in  order  to  maximize  the 
permitted  building  envelope. 


As  long  as  permitted  building  form  is  partially  based 
on  the  intensity  of  existing  development,  sucb  strategies  are 
inherent  in  the  system  when  a  builder  or  owner  controls  a  series 
of  lotSo     Discouraging  such  strategies  is  infeasibleo 

No  Change o 


34o     Require  more  restrictive  rear  yard  averaging. 


It  was  suggested  that  total  rear  yard  averaging  be  required, 
so  that  the  required  rear  yard  depth  on  each  lot  be  equal  to  a 
line  averaging  the  depth  of  the  two  adjacent  rear  building  walls, 
except  that  a  minimum  building  length  of  50  feet  always  be 
allowedo     This  would  provide  for  greater  preservation  of  open 
space  on  lots  deeper  than  100  feet  with  existing  lot  coverages 
under  55  per  cent,  as  compared  with  the  proposed  maximum  standard 
of  45  per  cent  rear  yard  deptho 

The  staff  believes  such  an  increased  rear  yard  standard  to  be 
unduly  restrictive  without  sufficient  compensating  public  benefit o 
A  minimum  building  depth  of  50  feet  is  insufficent  for  many  two- 
family  dwellings,  and  would  preclude  construction  and  renovation 
in  many  other  cases  as  wello 

No  Change o 


55 o     Exempt  lots  shorter  than  60  feet  from  set-back  and  rear  yard 
requirements. 


The  Chinese  Property  Owners  Association  suggested  lots  less 
than  60  feet  deep'  should  be  exempted  from  set-back  and  rear  yard 
requirements o 

Review  of  existing  short  lots  leads  the  staff  to  conclude 
that  such  a  text  change  would  not  result  in  significant  new 
construction  as  most  such  properties  are  already  developed  to  the 
maximum  density  permitted  by  the  proposed  Zoning  Map  and  building 
bulk  permitted  by  the  City  Planning  Code  and  the  Housing  Code, 
Further  reduction  of  open  space  on  those  lots  not  already  developed 
to  a  maximum  should  be  carefully  considered  under  appropriate 
public  hearing  procedures. 

No  Change. 


36 o     Require  more  drawings  for  site  permits « 


Some  residents  suggested  that  the  drawings  required  for  filing 
of  site  permit  applications  are  insufficient  to  tell  interested 
persons  what  is  actually  proposedc     They  felt  that  more  details  of 
exterior  building  appearance  and  landscaping  should  be  requiredo 

The  requirements  for  content  of  drawings  filed  with  building 
permit  applications  are  not  properly  contained  in  the  City  Planning 
Codeo     This  matter  will  be  explored  with  the  Bureau  of  Building 
Inspection,  which  has  o^'isdiction  over  the  relevant  code,  which  is 
the  San  Francisco  Building  Codec 

No  Change, 


57 o     Drop  alternative  method  for  averaging  required  set-backSo 


The  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  suggested  that 
the  alternative  method  for  averaging  required  set-backs,  retained 
from  the  interim  controls  in  Section  132(b),  could  lead  to  mischief 
and  should  be  dropped. 

Dropping  the  provision  would  unnecessarily  reduce  design 
opportunities,  would  prevent  appropriate  recognition  of  existing 
set-back  patterns,  and  would  reduce  the  possibilities  for  covering 
unsightly  blind  building  walls. 

No  Change, 


38,     Off-set  required  set-back  by  reducing  rear  yard  requirement. 


Builders  suggested  that  the  area  of  a  required  set-back 
should  be  subtratced  from  the  required  rear  yard,  and  that  the 
buildable  area  should  never  be  less  than  55  per  cent  of  the  lot. 
The  subtraction  of  the  set-back  from  the  required  rear  yard  would 
be  similar  to  the  reduction  permitted  by  the  interim  residential 
zoning  controls  in  effect  between  December  1973  and  May  1976, 

The  set-back  and  rear  yard  requirements  have  been  liberalized 
in  comparison  with  the  earlier  interim  controls.     The  maximum 
required  set-back  has  been  reduced  from  30  feet  to  15  feet,  and 
rear  yards  can  now  be  reduced  by  averaging  the  adjacent  building 
depths.     Additionally,  permitted  obstructions  have  been  increased 
signif icently.     Further  reduction  of  the  required  yards  would 
result  in  loss  of  desirable  open  space  in  the  middle  of  the  block. 

No  Change, 


59 »    Reduce  size  of  required  rear  yard  for  corner  lotSo 


Reduced  rear  yards  for  corner  lots  were  suggested  by  some 
residents  of  the  Richmond  District =     The  purpose  of  such  a 
reduction  was  to  provide  greater  security  against  the  entrance 
of  criminals  and  vandals  into  central  "block  open  space  through 
gaps  in  the  otherwise  continuous  building  wall  caused  by  required 
rear  yards  on  corner  lots. 

The  Housing  Code ,  not  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  City 
Planning  Commission,  would  also  have  to  be  changed  to  allow  the 
complete  walling  in  of  both  street  property  lines  of  a  corner  loto 
Appropriate  architectural  designs  can  discourage  unauthorized  access 
to  central  block  open  space  without  reduction  of  the  yard  space, 
which  is  important  to  the  property  on  which  it  is  located  and  to 
other  nearby  propertieso 

No  Change o 


ARTICLE  1.5:     RECOMMENDED  CHANGES 


1.  Statement  of  purpose  for  parking  and  loading  requirements 

It  was  suggested  that  Master  Plan  policies  to  encourage  use  of  public 
transit  should  be  emphasized  by  Inclusion  of  language  calling  attention  to  public 
transit  as  an  alternative  to  travel  by  private  automobile  In  the  statement  of 
purpose  for  parking  and  loading  requirements.    While  encouraging  the  implement- 
ation of  transportation  policies,  such  an  addition  to  the  statement  would  be 
consistent  with  the  standards  of  Article  1.5  requiring  parking  in  necessary,  but 
not  excessive  amounts. 

Recommended  Change;    Appendix  A  -  Article  1.5,  Change  No.  1. 

2.  Parking  for  dwellings  occupied  by  physically  handicapped  persons 

It  was  suggested  that  the  same  off-street  parking  requirement  applied  to 
housing  for  senior  citizens  under  the  proposed  standards  of  Section  151  would  be 
appropriate  for  dwellings  occupied  by  physically  handicapped  persons.  Experience 
gained  from  existing  projects  housing  the  physically  handicapped  supports  this 
position. 

Recommended  Change;    Appendix  A  -  Article  1.5,  Change  No.  2. 

3.  Parking  for  child  care  facilities 

It  was  suggested  that  the  off-street  parking  standards  for  child  care 
facilities  should  reflect  the  size  divisions  for  child  care  facilities  set  under 
State  of  California  licensing  provisions.    Size  differentiations  for  licenses 
under  the  State  provisions  are  for  facilities  providing  .care  for  12  or  fewer 
children,  for  24  or  fewer  children  and  for  25  or  more  children. 

A  change  in  the  minimum  parking  requirement  of  one  space  for  each  20 
children  where  the  number  of  children  exceeds  19,  to  one  space  for  each  25 
children  where  the  number  exceeds  24,  would  reflect  the  State  size  provisions. 
Most  such  facilities  would  be  subject  to  conditional  use  authorization,  and 
additional  parking  necessary  to  secure  the  objectives  of  the  Code  could  be 
required  as  a  condition  of  authorization. 

Recommended  Change;    Appendix  A  -  Article  1.5,  Change  No.  3. 

4.  Clarification  of  screening  for  parking  lots 

Several  neighborhood  associations  and  individuals  expressed  concern  that  th< 
proposed  provisions  did  not  require  adequate  screening  of  parking  lots.  Further 
review  of  the  proposed  provisions  has  provided  clarifications  of  language  in  ordei 


/SO 


to  eliminate  this  concern. 

Recommended  Change:    Appendix  A  -  Article  1.5,  Change  No.  4. 

5.    Clarification  of  title  for  conditional  use    criteria  for  parking 

It  was  suggested  that  the  title  of  proposed  Section  157  of  the  Code  did  not 
adequately  reflect  the  purpose  and  content  of  this  section. 

The  section  adds    criteria  for  use  In  reviewing  Individual  use  applications 
for  parking  exceeding  accessory  amounts  to  the  criteria  contained  under  the 
conditional  use  provisions  In  Article  3.    A  brief:     dltlon  to  the  title  of  the 
section  will  clarify  this. 

Recommend  Change:       Appendix  A  -  Article  1.5,  Change  No.  5. 


ARTICLE  1.5:     CHANGES  NOT  RECOMMENDED 


6.  Reduce  parking  requirements  for  low  and  moderate  Income  housing? 

The  Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation  suggested  that  the  off-street 
parking  requirements  for  housing  for  low- and  moderate* Income  persons  should  be 
reduced  33  pc_-  cent  from  requirements  for  housing  designed  for  higher  Income 
households;  however,  no  data  were  submitted  to  substantiate  the  suggested 
reduction.    In  research  by  the  Department,  low  car  ownership  and  user  patterns 
could  be  established  only  for  senior  citizens  and  handicapped  persons,  and 
households  living  close  to  Downtown. 

No  Change. 

7.  Reduce  parking  requirements  for  senior  citizens  and  handicapped  persons 

The  Vlda  Foundation  suggested  that  the  presently  proposed  reduction  In 
required  off-street  parking  for  housing  for  senior  citizens  and  handicapped 
persons,  to  one  parking  space  for  each  5  dwelling  units,  could  be  reduced  further 
to  one  space  for  each  10  dwelling  units,  with  no  parking  required  for  such 
housing  consisting  of  4  or  fewer  dwelling  units. 

In  reviewing  this  suggestion,  the  staff  could  not  find  adequate  city-wide 
data  to  establish  an  even  lower  ownership  and  user  rate  for  this  household  group 
than  already  taken  into  account  under  the  proposed  standards. 

No  Change. 

8.  Reduce  the  amount  of  occupied  floor  area  for  retail,  business  office, 
restaurant  and  bar  facilities  to  be  exempted  from  parking  requirements. 

It  was  suggested  that  a  reduction  be  made  in  the  occupied  floor  area 
exempted  from  off-street  parking  requirements  under  Section  151,  from  5,000  to 
2,500  square  feet,  in  order  to  reduce  present  parking  congestion  problems 
generated  in  neighborhood  shopping  districts  by  the  creation  or  expansion  of 
retail,  business  office,  restaurant,  bar  and  similar  space  within  the  limits  now 
permitted  without  provision  of  parking. 

Sufficient  review  of  this  suggestion  as  a  solution  to  traffic  and  parking 
congestion,  and  its  probable  effects  on  the  physical  nature  and  economic 
viability  of  neighborhood  shopping  areas,  could  not  be  completed  within  the 
constraints  of  this  Residential  Zoning  Study.    This  suggestion  should  be  reviewed 
under  future  zoning  studies  programmed  to  implement  policies  of  the  Transportation 
and  Commerce  and  Industry  elements  of  the  Master  Plan. 

No  Change. 


9.    Change  parking  standards  for  Institutional  uses. 


The  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  suggested  that  the  number  of 
off-street  parking  spaces  required  for  hospitals,  post-secondary  educational 
institutions  and  medical  clinics  be  increased  above  the  requirements  proposed 
under  Section  151  of  the  Code.    They  suggested  one  space  for  each  1,200  square 
feet  of  sleeping  room  floor  area  in  hospitals,  one  space  for  each  25  students 
enrolled  in  a  post-secondary  educational  institution,  and  one  space  for  each  300 
square  feet  of  occupied  floor  area,  starting  from  zero,  in  a  medical  clinic.  It 
is  believed  the  Coalition's  chief  concern  is  with  institutions  that  would  be 
required  to  have  conditional  use  authorization  under  the  proposed  provisions. 

No  supporting  data  for  the  increased  parking  requirements  were  submitted, 
and  the  staff  believes  the  standards  presently  proposed  will  require  necessary, 
but  not  excessive,  amounts  of  parking  for  these  uses.      In  those  cases  where  such 
institutions  require  conditional  use  authorization,  the  Planning  Commission  can 
require  additional  parking  if  it  is  found  necessary  to  meet  objectives  of  the 
Planning  Code. 

No  Change. 

10.  Exempt  narrow  lots  in  RC-1  districts  from  parking  requirements. 

Members  of  the  Residential  Builders  Association  suggested  that  narrow  lots 
in  RC-1  districts  should  be  exempted  from  off-street  parking  requirements.  The 
intent  of  the  RC-1  district  is  to  encourage  mixed  residential  and  commercial 
buildings,  but  the  frontage  of  narrow  lots  can  not  accommodate  reasonably  an 
entrance  to  residential  units,  a  storefront,  and  also  a  driveway  unless  the  lot 
has  two  or  more  street  frontages.     In  addition,  space  required  for  parking 
subtracts  from  ground  area  more  valuable  in  commercial  occupancy.  The 
Association  did  not  indicate  what  width  of  lots  they  considered  too  narrow  for 
required  parking. 

This  concern  could  also  be  applied  to  mixed  commercial  and  residential 
projects  in  C-1  and  C-2  districts.    A  thorough  review  of  this  suggestion  should 
be  part  of  future  zoning  studies  related  to  implementing  policies  of  the  Trans- 
portation and  Commerce  and  Industry  Elements  of  the  Master  Plan. 

No  Change. 

11.  Increase  parking  requirements  for  hotels;  reduce  number  of  compact  cars 
permitted  to  meet  parking  requirements;  delete  requirements  for  handicap 
parking  stalls  and  bicycle  spaces. 

The  Department  of  Public  Works  has  suggested  that  hotels  should  be  required 
to  have  more  off-street  parking  than  the  standard  of  one  space  for  each  16  hotel 
rooms  contained  in  proposed  Section  151.    Based  on  a  survey  of  existing  motels  and 
hotels  conducted  by  that  Department,  they  believe  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
spaces  would  be  particularly  appropriate  in  areas  outside  of  Downtown,  but  did  not 
suggest  a  specific  figure. 


The  data  contained  in  the  survey  is  inconclusive  in  showing  that  a  true 
need  exists  for  the  provision  of  more  parking  for  hotels,  as  differentiated 
from  motels  by  the  City  Planning  Code.    Under  the  Planning  Code,  those  transient 
facilities  primarily  catering  to  visitors  that  have  automobiles  are  considered 
to  be  motels,  and  the  Code  then  requires  one  off-street  parking  space  for  each 
room.     This  standard  is  supported  by  the  data  contained  in  the  survey. 
Transient  lodgings  that  do  not  cater  primarily  to  persons  with  automobiles  are 
considered  hotels  under  the  Planning  Code.     The  staff  believes  off-street 
parking  at  hotels  should  be  discouraged,  both  Downtown  and  in  outlying  commer- 
cial districts,  so  as  to  prevent  undue  traffic  generation  and  air  pollution. 

The  Department  of  Public  Works  suggested  that  the  standards  of  proposed 
Section  154,  which  permits  meeting  an  off-street  parking  requirement  of  four 
or  more  spaces  by  the  use  of  compact  car  spaces  for  up  to  one-half  of  the 
requirement,  be  reduced  to  a    ratio    of    compact-car-spaces-to-reqtiired-  ,. 
parking- spaces  of  zero  for  a  parking  requirement  of  up  to  5  spaces,  one  compact 
car  space  for  a  requirement  of  6  spaces,  one  compact  space  for  every  3  additional 
spaces  for  a  requirement  of  seven  to  42  spaces,  and  one  compact  space  for  every 
2.5  additional  spaces  for  a  requirement  of  43  or  more  spaces.    Data  was  sub- 
mitted by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  support  this  suggestion. 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  does  not  agree  with  the  assumptions  and 
methodology  used  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  in  the  data  submitted.  Data 
collected  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  several  years  ago  and  used 
as  a  basis  for  proposing  Section  154,  still  appears  to  be  valid  by  the  staff. 

The  Department  of  Public  Works  also  questions  the  requirements  of  Section 
155  for  handicapped  parking  stalls  and  bicycle  parking  spaces.    They  contend 
such  spaces,  when  provided,  are  rarely  used. 

This  is  a  matter  of  opinion;  relatively  little  San  Francisco  data  is 
available.     The  Department  of  City  Planning  believes  the  cost  for  providing 
such  spaces  is  minimal,  and  that  the  physical  and  sdcial  benefits  that  can  result 
from  the  convenience  provided  handicapped  persons  and  reduced  air  pollution  from 
increased  use  of  bicycles  as  a  means  of  transportation  are  large. 


No  Change. 


ARTICLE  1.7:    RECOMMENDED  CHANGES 


1.  Reconstruction  of  hazardous  residential  structures  of  unrelnforced  masonry 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  general  Planning  Code  prohibition  against 
voluntary  razing  and  rebuilding  of  nonconforming  uses  and  noncomplying  struc- 
tures should  be  modified  so  as  to  promote  the  life/safety  policies  of  the 
Community  Safety  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  with  regard  to  unrelnforced 
masonry  buildings.    Unrelnforced  masonry  buildings  built  prior  to  Building 
Code  changes  made  in  1947,  of  which  a  large  number  i»erve  as  dwellings, 
particularly  in  downtown  residential  areas,  would  pose  one  of  the  most 
serious  hazards  to  life  in  the  next  severe  earthquake.    Total  building 
collapse  may  be  expected  in  many  instances.    Reduction  of  this  hazard  is 
called  for  in  the  Master  Plan,  but  often  such  reduction  can  be  accomplished 
practically  only  by  razing  and  reconstructing  the  existing  buildings.  It 
would  be  unfortunate,  indeed,  if  reconstiruction  could  be  done  only  after  a 
calamity  has  occurred. 

Voluntary  reconstruction  to  a  safe  structural  condition  of  these 
documented  hazardous  dwellings,  which  often  are  nonconforming  in  use 
(including  density)  or  noncomplying  in  other'  respects,  under  the  proposed 
zoning  standards,  should  be  allowed. 

Recommended  Change;    Appendix  A  -  Article  1.7,  Change  No.  1. 

2.  Housing  structures  other  than  dwellings  as  nonconforming  uses 

In  the  drafting  of  Section  181(c),  regarding  restrictions  on  enlargements 
alterations  and  reconstruction  on  nonconforming  housing  uses,  only  dwellings 
were  listed,  and  other  types  of  housing  were  inadvertly  omitted  from  the 
provision.    This  omission  should  be  corrected. 

Recommended  Change;    Appendix  A  -  Article  1.7,  Change  No.  2. 


ARTICLE  1.7:     CHANGES  NOT  RECOMMENDED 

3.  Reduce  three-year  discontinuance  period  for  nonconforming  use  termination 

It  was  suggested  that  vacancy  of  a  nonconforming  use  property  for  as 
much  as  three  years  before  the  use  Is  considered  terminated,  as  provided  by 
Section  183,  Is  excessive.    A  shorter  time  period.  It  was  suggested,  would 
reduce  abuses  caused  by  nonconforming  uses,  and  would  result  In  more  rapid 
attrition  of  marginal  uses. 

During  the  18  years  this  standard  has  been  In  effect,  the  staff  has 
found  the  three-year  period  a  workable  time  that  has  not  resulted  In  significant 
abuse.    Neighborhoods  have  Indicated  a  desire  to  retain  most  neighborhood- 
serving  nonconforming  uses,  and  the  three-year  period  allows  sufficient 
flexibility  for  conversions  and  remodellngs.    If  a  nonconforming  use  were 
considered  terminated  as  a  result  of  a  shorter  vacancy  period,  reclassification 
of  the  property  would  be  the  only  means  to  allow  restoration  of  the  former 
commercial  use. 

No  Change. 

4.  Exempt  private  clubs  and  lodges  from  automatic  termination  as  nonconforming 
use§ 

The  Mission  Lodge  Masonic  Hall  Association  requested  that  the  automatic 
termination  of  their  nonconforming  lodge  and  32-car  parking  facility  applicable 
under  the  provisions  of  the  existing  Code  be  changed. 

Under  proposed  Section  209.4(b),  private  lodges  are  a  principal 
permitted  use  in  all  RC  districts;  thus,  under  proposed  Section  186,  such 
a  use,  if  nonconforming,  has  been  Included  in  the  types  of  uses  proposed  for 
exemption  from  termination.    However,  if  the  parking  facility  is  operated  as 
commercial  parking,  that  facility  would  still  be  subject  to  termination  unlessi 
converted  to  a  community  garage  for  the  storage  of  private  cars  of  residents 
of  the  immediate  vicinity,  or  unless  it  was  used  solely  as  accessory  parking 
for  the  lodge. 

No  Change. 

5.  Add  to  conditions  required  for  nonconforming  uses  exempted  from  termination 
controls,  related  to  private  sidewalks  and  driveways 

It  was  suggested  that  the  control  provided  by  Section  186(b)5 ,  to 
prevent  undue  interference  by  truck  loading  with  sidewalks,  or  with  cross- 
walks, bus  stops,  hydrants  and  other  public  features,  should  be  extended  to 
private  sidewalks  and  driveways. 

Such  Interference  is  already  controlled  by  the  Police  or  Traffic  Code. 

No  Change. 


OP 


6.    Increase  permitted  hours  of  operation  for  nonconforming  uses  automatically 
exempted  from  termination 


The  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  suggested  that  the  hours 
during  which  a  nonconforming  use  exempted  from  termination  under  Section  186 
may  be  open  be  extended  from  10^00  p.m.  as  proposed  to  12:00  midnight.  This 
might  permit  convenient  services  to  nearby  residents  at  later  hours. 

The  types  of  uses  exempted  from  termination  under  Section  186  are 
extensive;  some  could  be  disruptive  to  immediately  adjacent  dwellings  if 
allowed  to  operate  during  otherwise  quiet  night  hours.    Most  residents  are 
relatively  close  to  commercially  zoned  districts  that  would  not  have  limits 
on  hours  of  operation ,  and  late  hour  services  can  be  obtained  there. 

No  Change. 

7.  Allow  private  litter  receptacles  on  sidewalk  areas  under  Section  186(b) 4 

The  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  suggested  that  Section 
186(b) A,  which  prohibits  occupancy  of  public  sidewalks  in  connection  with  a 
nonconforming  use  exempted  from  termination,  be  modified  to  allow  private 
litter  receptacles.    However,  such  receptacles  would  not  be  allowed  under 
other  City  regulations  except  by  specific  authorization.    Such  receptacles 
would  best  be  located  on  private  property,  and  could  encourage  inappropriate 
advertising  in  the  sidewalk  areas. 

No  Change. 

8.  Modify  Sections  174  and  176,  dealing  with  compliance  and  enforcement 
against  violations 

The  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  submitted  a  number  of 
specific  suggested  changes  to  clarify  and  strengthen  the  sections  proposed 
concerning  compliance  and  enforcement  against  violations. 

Further  changes  require  consultation  with  the  City  Attorney's  Office, 
which  would  entail  more  time  than  available  under  this  current  study.  Such 
changes  will  be  considered  as  part  of  a  thorough  review  of  Article  3  of  the 
Code. 

No  Change. 
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9.  Limit  converting  of  nonconforming  uses  to  conditional  uses 

The  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  suggested  that  the  Code 
should  be  more  restrictive  with  regard  to  converting  nonconforming  uses  to 
conditional  uses.    They  suggested  that  such  conversions  should  receive 
specific  authorization  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  every  case. 

It  is  highly  unlikely  that  a  nonconforming  use  would  be  converted  to 
a  conditional  use  having  fewer  neighborhood-serving  attributes  and  more 
nuisance  factors  than  the  former  nonconforming  use.    Conversion  of  a  non- 
conforming use  to  another  nonconforming  use  is  permitted  without  individual 
review,  and  conversions  to  uses  that  are  closer  to  conformity  with  the 
restrictions  of  the  Code  should  not  be  discouraged  in  the  case  of  changes 
to  conditional  uses. 

No  Change. 

10.  Exempt  from  termination  only  nonconforming  uses  permitted  in  an  RC-1 
district 

The  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  suggested  that  non- 
conforming uses  exempted  from  termination  should  be  only  those  types  of 
nonresidential  uses  permitted  in  RC-1  districts,  regardless  of  the  intensity 
of  the  R  district  in  which  the  nonconforming  use  is  located. 

The  basic  problem  pointed  out  by  this  suggestion  is  that  the  uses 
permitted  in  C-1  and  C-2  Commercial  districts,  ar.d  consequeutly  in  RC-1 
and  RC-2  districts,  have  never  been  adequately  refined  in  terms  of  degree 
of  benefit  to  nearb>  residents  or  possible  nuisances.     Some  neighborhood- 
serving  uses  are  first  allowed  in  C-2  districts,  while  some  uses  allowed 
in  C-1  are  seldom  limited  to  primarily  neighborhood  service.    Correction  of 
this  problem  should  occur  under  the  comprehensive  commercial  and  industrial 
zoning  study  to  be  conducted  by  the  Department  soon.     If  a  change  were  made 
now,  the  protection  added  by  such  a  change  as  suggested  by  the  Coalition 
could  be  more  than  offset  by  a  loss  of  beneficial  services. 

No  Change. 
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ARTICLE  3;    CHANGES  NOT  RECOJJliEilDED 

1.  In  section  concerning  institutional  master  plans,  change  reference  to 
West  Bay  Health  Systems  Agency, 

It  was  suggested  that  the  submission  of  institutional  master  plans  and 
conditional  use  applications  for  medical  institutions,  required  under 
Section  304.5(c),  to  the  West  Bay  Health  Systems  Agency,  be  changed  to 
submission  to  the  San  Francisco  sub-committee  of  that  Agency. 

Official  actions  concerning  the  need  for  medical  institutions  may  be 
taken  only  by  the  Agency;  the  sub-committee  is  advisory  only.  Procedures 
for  review  of  submittals  to  the  Agency  allow  for  input  by  the  sub4-conmiittee 
to  both  the  Agency  and  City  Planning  Commission. 

No  Change. 

2.  Increase  minimum  area  of  parcels  qualifying  for  Planned  Unit  Develop- 
ment review. 

The  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council  suggested  that  the  minimvim 
size  for  Planned  Unit  Developments  in  R  districts  should  be  two  acres  or 
an  entire  block,  whichever  is  greater.  Instead  of  the  one-half  acre  area 
proposed.    The  Council  suggested  that  the  one-half  acre  standard  would  be 
appropriate  for  Planned  Unit  Developments  in  C  and  M  districts. 

This  area  reduction  would  reduce  the  opportunity  for  quality  resi- 
dential projects,  many  of  them  on  parcels  of  land  of  unusual  shape.  If 
Planned  Unit  Development  procedures  cannot  be  used,  such  projects  might 
result  in  applications  under  the  less  appropriate  procedures  provided  for 
variances. 

No  Change. 

3.  Add  to  Planned  Unit  Development  criteria » 

The  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  submitted  suggested  language  for  addition 
to  the  criteria  to  be  considered  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in 
authorizing  a  Planned  Unit  Development.    These  changes  noted  effects  on 
views,  sunlight,  and  traffic  conditions,  and  required  consultation  with 
owners  of  property  adjoining  the  Planned  Unit  Development. 

Changes  appear  unnecessary  because  of  the  present  Planned  Unit 
Development  criteria,  which  refer  to  Master  Plan  policies  that  cover  all 
the  aspects  in  the  suggested  changes.    The  existing  public  notice  and 
hearing  procedures  for  Planned  Unit  Development  applications  provide  for 
adequate  input  by  adjoining  property  owners. 

No  Change. 
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A.    Require  that  variance  decisions  be  made  within  60  days;  otherwise  variance 


is  granted 


It  was  suggested  that  decisions  on  variances  should  be  made  by  the 
Zoning  Administrator  within  60  days  of  filing  of  the  application;  failure 
to  make  a  decision  within  that  time  would  result  in  automatic  approval. 

Variance  procedures  will  be  part  of  the  total  review  requested  for 
Article  3  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.    This  review  will  commence  upon 
completion  of  Planning  Commission  hearings  on  the  comprehensive  residential 
zoning  changes. 

No  Change. 

5.  Tighten  reclassification  application  filing  and  hearing  procedures. 

Members  of  the  Residential  Builders  Association  submitted  a  number 
of  suggested  changes  to  Section  302(e)  of  the  Code  regarding  procedures 
for  filing  and  hearing  of  reclassification  applications.    These  changes 
related  primarily  to  concerns  over  the  filing  of  frivolous  applications, 
and  development  restrictions  placed  on  properties  while  reclassification 
applications  are  pending  before  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  Board  of 
Supervisors. 

The  subject  of  eligibility  to  file  reclassification  applications, 
filing  fees,  effect  on  building  permit  applications  during  the  hearing 
process,  and  procedures  for  deciding  applications,  is  currently  being 
studied  by  various  Interest  groups,  the  City  Attorney's  Office,  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning  and  the  Planning,  Housing  and  Development  Committee 
of  the  Board  of  Supervisors.    Recommendations  for  changes  to  Article  302(e) 
are  likely  to  be  made  by  the  Department  later  in  1978.    Such  changes  should 
be  separate  from  decisions  concerning  residential  zoning. 

No  Change. 

6.  Add  registered  neighborhood  associations  to  list  of  persons  or  groups 
to  be  provided  notice  of  public  hearings  held  on  zoning  matters , 

The  Glen  Park  Association  suggested  that  notice  concerning  Zoning 
Administrator  variance  hearings  and  City  Planning  Commission  hearings  on 
zoning  issues  should  be  sent  to  all  neighborhood  associations  registered 
officially  with  the  City. 

Review  as  to  who  should  be  notified  about  zoning  hearings,  and  in 
what  manner,  will  be  a  subject  of  the  total  review  of  Article  3  discussed 
previously. 

No  Change. 


7,    Provide  a  time  limit  on  Zoning  Administrator's  response  In  enforcement 


against  zoning  violations. 


The  Glen  Park  Association  submitted  proposed  changes  in  connection 
with  concerns  about  the  slowness  of  zoning  violation  abatement  voiced  by 
almost  all  residential  associations  that  testified  during  the  public 
hearings.    They  suggested  that  the  Code  should  make  the  Zoning  Administrator 
responsible  for  corrective  action  within  a  set  period  of  time. 

Procedures  to  speed  up  the  response  time  to  reported  zoning  violations 
will  be  considered  thoroughly,  but  those  studies  should  be  separate  from 
the  residential  zoning  changes. 

No  Change* 

8.    Add  criteria  for  discretionary  review. 

It  was  suggested  that  certain  criteria  should  be  added  to  the  City 
Planning  Code  concerning  use  of  the  discretionary  review  powers  of  the 
Commission. 

This  is  a  subject  currently  being  studied  by  the  City  Attorney's  Office; 
including  such  changes  with  residential  zoning  changes  would  be  inappropriate. 

No  Change. 


ORDINANCE  PROVISIONS  NOT  FOR  PEEKANENT  CODIPIGATION: 


RECOimENDED  CHANGE 

1.    Continued  exemption  of  Redevelopment  Pro,iect  Areas  until 
effective  date 

Since  initiation  of  the  revised  proposed  Zoning  Map  on 
December  8,  1977,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  staff  has  brought 
to  the  Department's  attention  a  significant  number  of  projects 
within  the  Western  Addition  Redevelopment  Area  A-2  that  had  been 
under  discussion  with  the  Agency  for  a  considerable  time  before 
December  8,  1977?  T^'^t  because  of  various  legal  requirements 
the  Agency  could  not  have  filed  building  applications  yntil 
after  that  date. 

A  number  of  those  projects,  although  complying  with  the 
yard,  open  space  and  building  form  standards  of  the  Redevelop- 
ment Plan,  do  not  comply  with  standards  for  these  same  aspects 
applicable  under  the  proposed  zoning  provisions,   and  therefore 
would  have  to  seek  variances  from  the  Planning  Code  or  be  changed 
from  designs  already  accepted  by  the  Agency*    Because  the  projects 
comply  with  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  the  Cooperation  Agreement  ap- 
proved by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  would  require  approval  of  the 
variances,  although  the  notice  and  hearing  procedures  still  would 
have  to  be  followed.    Prior  to  December  8,  1977 »  under  the  zon- 
ing proposals  initiated  on  May  20,  1976,  the  Western  Addition  A-2 
Redevelopment  Area  had  been  proposed  as  a  Planned  Residential 
district  in  which  the  only  applicable  standards  were  the  Redeve- 
lopment Plan  standards;  however,  this  type  of  district  was  de- 
termined to  be  of  questionable  practicality  and  legality,  and 
it  was  dropped  from  the  provisions  as  they  are  currently  proposed. 

The  staff  in  consultation  with  the  Agency  staff,  has  re- 
commended Zoning  Map  changes  for  the  Western  Addition  A-2  Area 
that  move  closely  follow  the  provisions  of  the  Redevelopment 
Plan,  and  the  Agency  will  advise  future  developers  on  how  to 
comply  with  both  Redevelopment  Plan  and  proposed  zoning  standards o 
In  the  meantime,  a  temporary  exemption  of  pending  projects  from 
the  standards  would  save  the  time  of  both  the  staff  and  develop- 
ers on  what  must  be  considered  to  be  merely  "rubber  stamp"  va- 
riance cases. 

Recommended  Change:  Appendix  A  -  Ordj^nance  Provisior,  lot  for 
Permanent  Codif i6aticrl.  Change. No,  1, 
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APEEKDIX  A 

EECOMMENDED  CHANGES  TO 
PROPOSED  ORDINANCE  TEXT 
FOR  NEW  RESIDENTIAL  ZONING, 
DATED  NOVEMBER  29,  1977 


San  Francisco  May  18,  1978 

Department  of  City  Planning 
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ARTICLE  2 
USE  DISTRICTS 


Change  No.  1»     Access  to  rooming  units  In  RH-1(D),  RH~1,  RH-1(S) 

o    In  Sec.  204.1,  page  2-5,  add  a  new  subsection  (e)  reading 
as  follows: 

(e)     In  RH-l(D),  RH-1  and  RH-l(S)  districts,  the 
provision  of  any  room  for  a  roomer  or  boarder  with  access 
other  than  from  within  the  dwelling  unit; 

o    In  the  same  Section,  re-letter  the  succeeding  subsections  (e), 
(f)  and  (g)  to  be  (f),  (g)  and  (h)  respectively.    In  the  pro- 
viso at  the  end  of  this  Section,  change  the  reference  to  sub- 
section (g)  to  read  "subsection  (h)",  and  the  reference  to 
subsection  (f)  to  read  "subsection  (g)". 


Change  No.  2.    Remaining  fractions  of  lot  area  per  dwelling  unit 

o    In  Sec.  207.1,  page  2-13,  change  subsection  (a)  to  read 
as  follows: 

(a)    In  calculation  of  the  lot  area  per  dwelling 
unit  using  the  density  ratios  specified  in  Section  209.1, 
any  remaining  fraction  of  three-fourths  (3/^)  or  greater 
of  the  minimum  amount  of  lot  area  per  dwelling  unit  shall 
be  adjusted  to  the  next  higher  whole  number  of  dwelling 
units.    All  other  remaining  fractions  shall  be  adjusted 
downward  to  the  next  lower  whole  number  of  dwelling  units. 


Change  No.  3'    Dwelling  density  for  occupancy  by  physically 
handicapped  persons 

o    In  Sec.  209.  l(m),  page  2-17.  insert  the:  words  "or  physically 
handicapped  persons"  after    senior  citizens"  in  the  second 
line  and  again  in  the  tenth  line. 


Change  No.  4.    Dwellings  for  senior  citizens  and  physically 
handicapped-persons  in  RH-l(D),  RH-1,  RH-l(S) 

o    In  Sec.  209, l(m),  page  2-17,  Insert  the  symbol  "P"  in  the 
columns  for  RH-l(D),  RH-1  and  RH-l(S). 

o    In  this  same  subsection.  Insert  the  words  "or  number  of 
dwelling  units"  after  "density  ratio"  in  the  third  line. 


\y  Change  No.  5.    Out-patient  clinics  as  a  separately  listed  use 

o    In  Sec.  209.3(d),  page  2-20,  delete  the  entire  subsection 
and  column  listings. 


o    In  the  same  Section,  pages  2-20,  2-21  and  2-22,  re-letter  the 
succeeding  subsections  fe),   (f),   (g),   (h),   (l),   (j)  and  (k)  to 
be  (d),   (e),  (f),   (g),  (h),  (i)  and  (j)  respectively. 

o    In  Sec.  209.2(b),  page  2-l8,  change  the  cross-reference  to 
Section  209. 3(k)  to  read  "Section  209.3(j)". 

o    In  Sec.  209.2(c).  page  2-19*  change  the  cross-reference  to 

Sections  209.3(a),  (h),  (i)  and  (j)  to  read  "Sections  209.3(a), 
(g),  (h)  and  (i)". 

o    In  Sec.  23^. 2 (a),  page  2-3^,  change  the  cross-reference  to 
Sections  209.3(d).  (e).  (f).   (g).  (h).   (i).   (j).   (k)  to  read 
"Sections  209.3(d),   (e),   (f),   (g),   (h),   (i),  U)". 

o    In  Sec.  30^ .5(13),  page  1.3,6-8,  change  the  cross-reference  to 
Sections  209.3(a)  and  (j)  to  read  "209.3(a)  and  (i)". 


Change  No.  6.    Various  uses  on  upper  floors  in  RC  districts 

o    In  re-lettered  Sees.  209.3(d),   (f).   (g),   (h)  and  (j).  Sees. 
209. ^(a)  and  (b),  and  Sec.  209.5(c),  pages  2-20,  2-21,  2-22 
and  2-23,  change  the  symbol  "P"  in  the  columns  for  RG-1, 
RC-2,  RC-3  and  RC-4  to  read  "C". 

o    In  each  of  these  same  subsections,  add  the  following  words 
at  the  end  of  the  subsection: 

...(With  respect  to  RC  districts,  see  also  Section 
209.9(d).) 

o    In  Sec.  209.9,  page  2-26,  add  a  new  subsection  (d)  reading 
as  follows: 

(d)    Any  use  as  specified  in,  and  regulated  by. 
Sections  209.3(d),   (f),   (g),   (h),   (j);  209.4(a),   (b);  or 
209.5(c)  of  this  Code,  when  located  in  or  below  the  ground 
story  of  a  building  and  not  above  the  ground  story. 

o    In  this  new  subsection  (d)  in  Sec.  209.9,  insert  the  symbol  "P" 
in  the  columns  for  RC-1,  RC-2,  RC-3  and  RC-4. 


Change  No.  7.     Size  of  child  care  facilities 

o    In  re-lettered  Sec.  209.3(e),  page  2-21,,  change  the  words 
"ten  (10)  or  fewer  children    in  the  second  line  to  read 
"twelve  (12)  or  fev^er  children". 

o  In  re-lettered  Sec.  209.3(f),  page  2-21,  change  the  words 
"eleven  (ll)  or  more  children"  in  the  second  line  to  read 
"thirteen  (13)  or  more  children". 
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ARTICLE  1.2 
DIMENSIONS,  AREAS  AND  OPEN  SPACES 


Change  No.  1.     Set-backs  for  properties  separated  from  nearest 
buildinp;  by  undeveloped  lots 

o    In  Sec.  132,  page  1.2-7,  change  subsection  (a)  to  read  as 
follows : 

(a)    Basic  requirement.    Where  one  or  both  of  the 
buildings  adjacent  to  the  subject  property  have  front 
set-backs  along  a  street  or  alley,  any  building  or 
addition  constructed,  reconstructed  or  relocated  on  the 
subject  property  shall  be  set  back  to  the  average  of 
the  two  adjacent  front  set-backs.     If  only  one  of  the 
adjacent  buildings  has  a  front  set-back,  or  if  there  is 
only  one  adjacent  building,  then  the  required  set-back 
for  the  subject  property  shall  be  equal  to  one-half  the 
front  set-back  of  such  adjacent  building.     In  any  case 
in  which  the  lot  constituting  the  subject  property  is 
separated  from  the  lot  containing  the  nearest  building 
by  an  undeveloped  lot  or  lots  for  a  distance  of  50  feet 
or  less  parallel  to  the  street  or  alley,  such  nearest 
building  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  "adjacent  building", 
but  a  building  on  a  lot  so  separated  for  a  greater 
distance  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  an  "adjacent  building" 


Change  No.  2.    Clarification  of  alternative  m.ethod  of  averaging 
set-backs 

o    In  Sec.  132(b),  page  1.2-8,  change  the  words  "subsection  (a) 
above;"  in  the  sixth  line  of  the  page  to  read  "subsections 
(a)  and  (e)  of  this  Section;". 


Change  No.  3«     Set-backs  required  for  corner  lots 

o    In  Sec.  132(d)l,  page  1.2-8,  insert  the  words  "one-half" 

after  "shall  be  equal  to"  in  the  last  line  of  the  paragraph. 


Change  No.  4.    Basic  rear  yard  requirement  for  RH-1(D),  RH-1, 
RH-1(ST 

o    In  Sec.  13^(3)1,  page  1.2-11,  delete  the  words  "RH-1(D),  RH-1, 
RH-l(S),"  from  the  paragraph  heading. 

o    In  Sec.  134(a)2,  page  1.2-12,  insert  the  words  "RH-1(D),  RH-1, 
RH-1(S),"  at  the  start  of  the  paragraph  heading. 

o    In  this  same  subsection  (a),  re-number  paragraph  1  as  para- 
graph 2,  and  re-number  paragraph  2  as  paragraph  1. 
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o    In  Sec.  134(c),  page  1.2-12,  change  the  word  "RH, "  in  the 
subtitle  to  read  "RH-2,  RH-3p"- 

o    In  this  same  subsection  (c),  change  the  words  "in  RH,  RM-1 
and  RM-2  districts,  as  stated  in  paragraph  (a ) 1 "  in  the 
second  line  to  read  "in  RH-2,  RH-3,  RM-1  and  RM-2  districts, 
as  stated  in  paragraph  (a)2". 

o    In  Sec.  134(c)3,  page  1.2-lif,  insert  the  words  "RH-1(D),  RH-1, 
RH-l(S),"  after  "is  located  in  an"  in  the  twelfth  line  of  the 
paragraph. 


Change  No.  5»     Location  of  rear  building  wall  of  adjacent  build- 
ing for  reduction  of  rear  yard  requirements 

o    In  Sec.  134 (c)3*  page  1.2-14,  change  the  second  sentence  of 
the  paragraph  to  read  as  follows: 

...In  all  cases  the  location  of  the  rear  building  wall 
of  an  adjacent  building  shall  be  taken  as  the  line  of 
greatest  depth  of  any  portion  of  the  adjacent  building 
which  occupies  at  least  one-half  (I/2)  the  width  between 
the  side  lot  lines  of  the  lot  on  which  such  adjacent 
building  is  located,  and  which  has  a  height  of  at  least 
twenty  T20)  feet  above  grade,  or  two  stories,  whichever 
is  lessj  excluding  all  permitted  obstructions  listed 
for  rear  yards  in  Section  136  of  this  Code. 


Change  No,  6.    Clarification  of  requirement  of  usable  open  space 
for  each  specific  unit 

o    In  Sec.  135*  page  1.2-17,  change  the  opening  sentence  to  read 
as  follows: 

...Except  as  provided  in  Sections   ! ?2  and  I88  of  this  Code, 
usable  open  space  shall  be  provider]  for  each  dwelling  and 
each  group  housing  structure  in  R,  C  and  M  districts 
according  to  the  standards  set  forth  in  this  Section. 

o    In  Sec.  135(a),  page  1.2-17,  change  the  last  two  sentences 
to  read  as  follows: 

..."Private  usable  open  space"  shall  mean  an  area  or  areas 
private  to  and  designed  for  use  by  only  one  dwelling  unit 
(or  bedroom  in  group  housing).     "Common  usable  open  space" 
shall  mean  an  area  or  areas  designed  for  use  jointly  by  two 
or  more  dwelling  units  (or  bedrooms  in  group  housing). 

o    In  Sec.  135(b),  page  1.2-17,  change  the  first  three  lines  of  the 
subsection  to  read  as  follows: 


/V7 


(b)    Access .  Usable  open  space  shall  be  as  close 

as  Is  practical  to  the  dwelling  unit  (or  bedroom  in  group 

housing)  for  which  it  is  required,  and  shall  be  accessible 

from  such  dwelling  unit  or  bedroom  as  follows: 


Change  No.  7»    Household  utility  space  as  usable  open  space 

o    In  Sec.  135(a) »  page  1.2-17,  delete  the  words  household 
utility  space'  from  the  second  and  third  lines. 


Change  No.  8.     Percentage  of  usable  open  space  which  must  be 
private; 

Change  No.  9.     Usable  open  space  for  dwellings  for  senior  citizens 
and  physical  lyhandicapped  persorTij"  "ah^^^ 

Change  No.  10.     Private  usable  open  space  required,  RH°2 

o    In  Sec.  135j  pages  1.2-17  and  1.2-18,  change  subsection  (d), 
including  Table  3*  to  read  as  follows: 

(d)     Amount  required.    Usable  open  space  shall  be 

provided  for  each  building  in  the  amounts  specified  herein 

and  in  the  following  table  for  the  district  in  which  the 
building  is  located. 

1.  For  dwellings,  except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(d)3  below,  the  minimum  amount  of  usable  open 
space  to  be  provided  for  use  by  each  dwelling 
unit  shall  be  as  specified  in  the  second  column 
of  the  table  if  such  usable  open  space  is  all 
private.    Where  common  usable  open  space  is  used 
to  satisfy  all  or  part  of  the  requirement  for  a 
dwelling  unlt^  such  common  usable  open  space  shall 
be  provided  in  an  amount  equal  to  1.33  square  feet 
for  each  one  square  foot  of  private  usable  open 
space  specified  in  the  second  column  of  the  table. 
In  such  cases,  the  balance  of  the  required  usable 
open  space  may  be  provided  as  private  usable  open 
space,  with  full  credit  for  each  square  foot  of 
private  usable  open  space  so  provided. 

2.  For  group  housing  structures,  the  minimum  amount 
of  usable  open  space  provided  for  use  by  each 
bedroom  shall  be  one-third  (1/3)  the  amount 
required  for  a  dwelling  unit  as  specified  in 
paragraph  (d)l  above.    For  purposes  of  these 
calculations,  the  number  of  bedrooms  on  a  lot 
shall  in  no  case  be  considered  to  be  less  than  one 
bedroom  for  each  two  beds*    Where  the  actual  number 
of  beds  exceeds  an  average  of  two  beds  for  each 
bedroom,  each  two  beds  shall  be  considered 
equivalent  tfo  one  bedroofp. 
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3.    For  dwellings  specifically  designed  for  and 
occupied  by  senior  citlziens  or  physically 
handicapped  persons,  as  defined  and  regulated 
by  Section  209.1(m)  of  this  Code,  the  minimum 
amount  of  usable  open  space  to  be  provided  for 
use  by  each  dwelling  unit  shall  be  one-half  (1/2) 
the  amount  required  for  each  dwelling  unit  as 
specified  in  paragraph  (d)l  above. 

TABLE  3 
Minimum  Usable  Open  Space 


Square  Feet  of  Usable  Ratio  of  Common 

Open  Space  Required  Usable  Open  Space 

for  Each  Dwelling  Unit,  that  May  be  Substi- 

District  if  All  Private  tuted  for  Private 


RH-l(D),  RH- 

•1 

300 

1.33 

RH-l(S) 

300  for  first 
100  for  minor 

unit  J 

second  unit 

1.33 

RH-2 

125 

1.33 

RH-3 

100 

1.33 

RM-1,  RC-1 

100 

1.33 

RM-2,  RC-2 

80 

1.33 

RM-3,  RC-3 

60 

1.33 

RM-^,  RC-4, 
C-M,  M-1, 

C 
M 

-3, 
-2 

36 

1.33 

C-1,  C-2 

Same  as  for  the  R  district 
dwelling  unit  density  ratio 
C-2  district  property 

establishing  the 
for  the  C-1  or 

Change  No.  11.    Correction  of  typographical  error 

o    In  Sec.  136(a) 1,  page  1.2-21,  change  the  word  "or"  in  the 
third  line  before  "vertical  clearance"  to  read  "of". 


Change  No.  12.     Separation  of  bay  windows  and  balconies  from 

buildings  flush  to  property  line 

o    In  Sec.  136(c)2(g),  page  1.2-25,  Insert  the  following  words 

after  "interior  lot  lines"  in  the  third  line  of  the  subparagraph: 
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... (except  where  the  wall  of  a  building  on  the  adjoining 
lot  is  flush  to  the  interior  lot  line  immediately  adjacent 
to  the  projecting  portions  of  such  bay  window  or  balcony) 


Change  No.  13-    Railings  above  structures  permitted  in  required 

open  areas 

o    In  Sec.  136(c) 15,  page  1.2-29,  add  the  following  words  at  the 
end  of  the  paragraph: 

or  above  the  surface  of  any  other  structure  permitted 
in  the  required  open  area. 


Change  No.  Ih .    Decorative  open  railings  and  grillework  permitted 

in  required  open  areas 

o    In  Sec.  136(c),  page  1.2-29,  add  a  new  paragraph  I6  reading 
as  follows: 

16.  Decorative  railings  and  decorative  grillework, 
other  than  wire  mesh,  at  least  75  per  cent  open 
to  perpendicular  view  and  no  more  than  6  feet 
in  height  above  grade. 

o    In  this  new  paragraph  I6,  insert  the  symbol  "X"  in  the  columns 
for  Set-backs,  Yards  and  Usable  Open  Splice. 

o    In  this  same  Sec.  136(c),  pages  1.2-29,  1,2-30,  1.2-31,  1.2-32, 
1.2-33  and  1.2-34,  re-number  the  succeeding  paragraphs  16,  17, 

18,  19,  20,  21,  22,  23,  24,  25,  26,  27,  28  and  29  to  be  17,  I8, 

19,  20,  21,  22,  23,  24,  25,  26,  27,  28,  29  and  30  respectively. 

o    In  Sec.  136(0)13,  page  1.2-28,  change  the  cross-reference  to 
paragraphs  (0)23  and  {c)2k  to  read    paragraphs  (c)24  and  (c)25". 

o    In  re-numbered  Sec.  136(c)25(c),  page  1.2-33,  change  the  cross- 
reference  to  subparagraph  (cj24(B;  to  read  "subparagraph  (c)25(B)' 

o    In  re-numbered  Sec.  136(c)26,  page  1.2-33,  change  the  cross-ref- 
erence to  paragraph  (c)23  or  (c)24  to  read  "paragraph  (c)24  or 
(c)25". 


Change  No.  15 .    Clarification  concerning  permitted  rear  building 

extensions 

o    In  re-numbered  Sec.  136(0)25,  page  1.2-32,  change  subparagraph 
(B)  to  read  as  follows: 

(B)  Within  all  parts  of  the  required  open  area,  the 
structure  shall  be  limited  in  height  to  either: 

(i)     10  feet  above  grade;  or 


(ii)  A  height  not  exceeding  the  floor  level 

of  the  second  floor  of  occupancy,  excludim 
the  ground  story,  at  the  rear  of  the 
building  on  the  subject  property,  in  which 
case  the  structure  shall  be  no  closer  than 
5  feet  to  any  interior  side  lot  line. 


Change  No.  l6.    Height  of  garages  in  required  set-backs 

o    In  re-numbered  Sec.  136(c)27,  page  1.2-33>  change  the  paragraph 
to  read  as  follows: 

27.  Garages,  where  the  average  slope  of  the  required 
open  area  ascends  from  the  street  lot  line  to  the 
line  of  the  set-back  and  exceeds  50  per  cent, 
provided  the  height  of  the  garage  is  limited  to 
10  feet  above  grade,  or  the  floor  level  of  the 
adjacent  first  floor  of  occupancy  on  the  subject 
property,  whichever  height  is  less. 


Change  No.  17.    Garages  on  corner  lots  in  required  set-backs  and 

ya  rds 

o    In  re-numbered  Sees.  136(c)28  and  136(c)29,  pages  1.2-33  and 
1.2-3^,  change  the  two  paragraphs  to  read  as  follows: 

28.  Garages,  where  both  adjoining  lots  (or  the  one 
adjoining  lot  where  the  subject  property  is  a 
corner  lot)  contain  a  garage  structure  within  the 
required  set-back  line  or  front  set-back  area  on 
the  same  street  or  alley  frontage,  provided  the 
garage  on  the  subject  property  does  not  exceed 
the  average  of  the  two  adjacent  garage  structures 
(or  the  one  adjacent  garage  structure  where  the 
subject  property  is  a  corner  lot)  in  either  height 
above  grade  or  extension  into  the  required  set-back. 

29.  Garages,  where  the  subject  property  is  a  through 
lot  having  both  its  front  and  its  rear  lot  line 
along  streets,  alleys,  or  a  street  and  an  alley, 
and  both  adjoining  lots  (or  the  one  adjoining  lot 
where  the  subject  property  is  also  a  corner  lot) 
contain  a  garage  structure  adjacent  to  the  required 
rear  yard  on  the  subject  property,  provided  the 
garage  on  the  subject  property  does  not  exceed  the 
average  of  the  two  adjacent  garage  structures  (or 
the  one  adjacent  garage  structure  where  the  subject 
property  is  a  corner  lot)  in  either  height  above 
grade  or  encroachment  upon  the  required  rear  yard. 
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Change  No,  l8.    Scree nlng  of  parking  In  buildings  and  parking  lots 

o    In  Sec.  142(a),  page  1.2-36,  Insert  the  words  "from  view"  after 
"screened"  In  the  second  line. 

o    In  Sec.  142(b),  page  1.2-36,  insert  the  words  "from  view"  after 
"screened"  in  the  third  line. 

o    In  Sec.  142,  page  1.2-36,  change  subsection  (c)  to  read  as 
follows  : 

(c)     Off-street  parking  spaces  In  parking  lots  shall 
meet  the  requirements  of  Section  156  and  other  applicable 
provisions  of  Article  1.5  of  this  Code.     Such  parking 
areas  shall  be  screened  from  view  as  provided  in  Section 
156(d)  of  this  Code. 


Change  No.  19.     Minimum  width  of  entrances  to  parking,  RH-2,  RH-3> 

RM-1,  RM-2 

o    In  Sec.  144(b),  page  1.2-37*  change  the  first  two  sentences  of 
the  subsection  to  read  as  follows: 


. . .Except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  in  the  case  of 
every  dwelling  In  such  districts  no  more  than  thirty  (30) 
per  cent  of  the  width  of  the  ground  story  along  the  front 
lot  line,  or  along  a  street  side  lot  line,  or  along  a 
building  wall  that  is  set  back  from  any  such  lot  line, 
shall  be  devoted  to  entrances  to  oif-street  parking,  except 
that  In  no  event  shall  a  lot  be  liniited  by  this  requirement 
to  a  single  such  entrance  of  less  than  sixteen  (16)  feet  in 
width.     In  addition,  no  entrance  to  off-street  parking  for 
a  dwelling  on  any  lot  shall  be  wider  than  twenty  (20)  feet, 
and  where  two  or  more  separate  entrances  are  provided  there 
shall  be  a  minimum  separation  between  such  entrances  of 
six  (6)  feet. 


Change  No.  20.     Entrances  to  dwelling  units  as  an  alternative  to 

stepping  of  building,  RM-l  and  RM^  ~ 

o    In  Sec.  145(a),  page  1.2-38,  delete  the  words  "each  having  at 
least  one  entrance,"  from  the  fifth  line. 

o    In  Sec.  145(b),  page  1.2-38,  insert  the  words  "Except  as  provided 
in  subsection  (c)  below,"  before  "in  the  case  of  every  dwelling" 
in  the  first  line  of  the  subsection. 

o    In  Sec.  145,  page  1.2-39»  change  subsection  (c)  to  read  as  follows 

(c)    Entrances  to  dwelling  units.    As  an  alternative  to 
the  requirements  of  subsection  (bj"  above,  there  may  be  provid 
for  such  dwelling  a  minimum  of  one  pedestrian  entrance  servln 
a  dwelling  unit  or  units  within  each  portion  of  the  front  of 
the  building  that  has  a  full  width  of  twenty-five  (25)  feet. 
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NOTE:     Although  the  diagrams  in  Article  1.2  are  Illustrative  only 
and  not  a  part  of  the  proposed  ordinance,  the  following 
changes  in  the  diagrams  are  recommended  in  order  to  clarify 
certain  diagrams  and  make  other  diagrams  consistent  with 
the  text  changes  described  above: 


Section  of 
Ordinance  Text 

121(c) 


132(d)l 


136(c)2(B) 
136(c)2(D) 
136(c)2(E) 
136(c)2(G) 

136(c)3(D) 

Re-numbered 
136(c)25(B) 


Page  Change  in  Diagram 

1.2-2         Extend  shading  to  include  lower  portion 
of  lot. 

1.2-9         Change  diagram  to  conform  to  change 
in  text. 


134(a)l  and  2  1.2-12 


Reverse  order  of  diagrams  to  conform  to 
change  in  text. 


1.2-23  Remove  shading  from  both  diagrams. 

1.2-24  Remove  shading  from  diagram. 

1.2-24  Remove  shading  from  diagram. 

1.2-25  Remove  shading  from  existing  diagram. 

Add  a  further  diagram  to  illustrate  the 
exception  created  by  change  in  text. 

1.2-26       Remove  shading  from  diagram. 

1.2-32        Provide  required  7  1/2  feet  of  headroom 
for  bay  window  shown  in  each  diagram. 

Modify  lettering  in  second  diagram  to 
conform  to  clarification  made  in  text. 
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ARTICLE  1.5 
OPP-STREET  PARKING  AND  LOADING 


Chanp:e  No.  1.    Statement  of  purpose  for  parking  and  loading 
requirements 

o    In  Sec.  150(a),  p32-e  1.5-2,  add  the  following  sentence  at  the 
end  of  the  subsection: 

...With  respect  to  off-street  parking,  this  Article  is 
intended  to  require  needed  facilities  but  discourage 
excessive  amounts  of  parking,  to  avoid  adverse  effects 
upon  surrounding  areas  and  uses,  and  to  encourage  effective 
use  of  public  transit  as  an  alternative  to  travel  by 
private  automobile. 


Change  No.  2.     Parking  for  dwellings  occupied  by  physically 
handicapped  persons 

o    In  Sec.  151,  page  1.5-3,  change  the  first  column  of  the  third 
item  in  Table  k  to  read  as  follows: 

Dwelling,  specifically  designed  for  and  occupied  by  senior 
citizens  or  physically  handicapped  persons,  as  defined  and 
regulated  by  Section  209.1(m)  of  this  Code 


Change  No.  3-     Parking  for  child  care  facilities 

o    In  Sec.  151,  page  1.5-^>  change  the  second  column  of  the  tenth 
item  in  Table  4,  Child  care  facility,  to  read  as  follows: 

One  for  each  25  children  to  be  accommodated  at  any  one 
time,  where  the  number  of  such  children  exceeds  24. 


Change  No.  4.    Clarification  of  screening  ior  parking  lots 

o    In  Sec.  156(d),  page  1.5-8,  insert  the  words  "from  view"  after 
"screened"  in  the  third  line. 

o    In  Sec.  156(e),  page  1.5-8,  insert  the  words  "from  view"  after 
"screened"  in  the  second  line. 


Change  No.  5.    Clarification  of  title  for  conditional  use 
criteria  for  parking 

o    In  Sec.  157,  page  1.5-9,  change  the  title  of  the  Section  to  read 

Conditional  Use  Applications  for  Parking  Exceeding 
Accessory  Amounts;    Additional  Criteria. 

o    In  the  Table  of  Contents  for  Article  1.5^  page  1.5-1,  change 
the  title  of  Section  157  in  accordance  with  the  above  change. 
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ARTICLE  1.7 
COMPLIANCE 


Change  No.  1.    Reconstruction  of  hazardous  residential  structures 
of  unreinforced  masonry 

o    In  Sec.  181(b),  page  1.7-8,  Insert  the  words  "except  as  provided 
in  subsections  (d)  and  (e)  below,  and"  after  "nonconforming  use," 
in  the  third  line  of  the  subsection. 

o    In  Sec.  l8l{d),  page  1.7-9*  insert  the  words  "Except  as  provided 
in  subsection  (e)  below,"  before  "no  structure"  in  the  eighth 
line. 

o    In  Sec.  181,  page  1.7-9»  add  a  new  subsection  (e)  reading  as 
follows : 

(e)    In  order  that  major  life  safety  hazards  in 
residential  structures  may  be  eliminated  as  expeditiously 
as  possible,  a  structure  containing  dwelling  units  or 
other  housing  units  exceeding  the  number  permitted  by 
Section  209.1  or  Section  209.2  of  this  Code,  and  constructed 
of  unreinforced  masonry  that  is  inconsistent  with  the 
requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  effective 
September  11,  19^7»  may  be  voluntarily  razed  and  restored 
or  reconstructed  with  the  same  number  of  residential  units; 
provided  that  there  is  no  increase  in  any  nonconformity, 
or  any  new  nonconformity,  with  respect  to  the  use 
limitations  of  this  Code;  provided  further  that  the  current 
requirements  of  the  Building  Code,  the  Housing  Code  and 
other  applicable  portions  of  the  Municipal  Code  are  met; 
and  provided  further  that  such  restoration  or  reconstruction 
is  started  within  one  (l)  year  after  razing  or  other 
demolition  work  on  the  structure  and  diligently  prosecuted 
to  completion. 

o    In  Sec.  188(b),  page  1,7-16,  insert  the  w^ords  "Except  as  provided 
in  subsection  (c)  below,"  before  "no  noncomplying  structure"  in 
the  fourth  line. 

o    In  Sec.  188,  page  1.7-16,  add  a  new  subsection  (c)  reading  as 
follows : 

(c)    In  order  that  major  life  safety  hazards  in 
residential  structures  may  be  eliminated  as  expeditiously 
as  possible,  a  noncomplying  structure  containing  dwelling 
units  or  other  housing  units,  and  constructed  of 
unreinforced  masonry  that  is  inconsistent  with  the 
requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  effective 
September  11,  19^7*  may  be  voluntarily  razed  and  restored 
or  reconstructed  with  the  same  number  of  residential  units; 
provided  that  with  respect  to  such  structure  there  is  no 
increase  in  any  discrepancy,  or  any  new  discrepancy,  at 
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any  level  of  the  structure,  between  existing  conditions 
on  the  lot  and  the  required  standards  for  new  construction 
set  forth  in  this  Code.;  provided  further  that  the  current 
requirements  of  the  Building  Code,  the  Housing  Code  and 
other  applicable  portions  of  the  Municipal  Code  are  meti 
and  provided  further  that  such  restoration  or  reconstructiOQ 
is  started  within  one  (l)  year  after  razing  or  other 
demolition  work  on  the  structure  and  diligently  prosecuted 
to  completion. 


Change  No.  2.    Housing  structures  other  than  dwellings  as 
nonconforming  uses 

o    In  Sec.  181,  pages  1.7-8  and  1,7-9*  change  subsection  (c)  to 
read  as  follows: 

(c)    A  dwelling  or  other  housing  structure  exceeding 
the  permitted  density  of  dwelling  units  or  other  housing 
units  set  forth  in  Section  2O9.I  or  Section  209.2  of  this 
Code  for  the  district  in  which  it  is  located  shall  be 
classified  as  a  nonconforming  use  under  Section  I8O  of 
this  Code,  but  only  to  the  extent  that  such  dwelling  or 
other  housing  structure  exceeds  the  permitted  density. 
This  Section  I8I  shall  apply  with  respect  to  enlargements, 
alterations  and  reconstruction  of  the  nonconforming  portion 
of  sucVi  dwelling  or  other  housing  structure,  consisting  of 
those  dwelling  units  or  other  housing  units  which  exceed 
the  permitted  density.    Any  dwelling  unit  or  other  housing 
unit  coming  within  the  density  limit  shall  not  be  affected 
by  this  Section  iBl .    Except  as  provided  in  Section  182(e), 
no  dwelling  or  other  housing  structure  exceeding  the 
permitted  density  of  dv^clling  units  or  other  housing  units 
shall  be  altered  to  increase  the  number  of  dwelling  units 
or  other  housing  units  therein,  or  to  increase  or  create 
any  other  nonconformity  with  respect  to  the  dwelling  unit 
or  other  housing  unit  density  limitations  of  Section  209.I 
or  Section  209.2. 
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ORDINANCE  PROVISIONS  NOT 
FOR  PERI^NENT  CODIFICATION 

Change  No.  1-    Continued  exemption  of  Redevelopment  Project 
Areas  until  effective  date 

o    Add  the  following  section  to  the  uncodified  portions  of  the 
ordinance : 

Section   In  accordance  with  the  requirements 

of  Cooperation  Agreements  contained  in  Redevelopment  Plans 
adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  the  previous 
exemption  of  Redevelopment  Project  Areas  from  the  interim 
effects  of  proposed  zoning  standards,  nothing  in  this 
ordinance  for  comprehensive  revision  of  residential  zoning 
in  San  Francisco  shall  apply  to  any  property  in  a 
Redevelopment  Project  Area,  for  which  a  Redevelopment  Plan 
was  adopted  prior  to  May  20,  1976,  until  the  final  effectiv 
date  for  these  text  amendments  as  specified  in  Section 
302(f)  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 


APPENDIX  B 


ADDITIONAL  CHANGES  TO 
PROPOSED  ORDINANCE  TEXT 
FOR  NEW  RESIDNETIAL  ZONING, 
DATED  NOVEMBER  29,  1977 

PRESENTED  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
BY  CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


San  Francisco  May  18,  1978 

Department  of  City  Planning 
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